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ABSTRACT 
A substantial body of research literature on English classrooms in Hong 
Kong secondary school has revealed a striking situation of students' relatively low 
oral interactional competence after long years of English learning in school. 
Studies on students' reticence and anxiety have also shown that the students tend to 
limit their amount of English used or simplify the structure of English utterances. 
Even worse, certain students prefer learning through non-verbal participation (e.g. 
taking private turns, using body gestures and silence) in the English classroom. 
The prolonged effect is students' scanty and poor output. 
While many investigations into English classrooms are from the teacher's or 
researchers' perspectives, which are mostly concerned with what has gone on in the 
classroom environment; further research is requisite for examining what has 
happened in students' mind as well. The reasons underlying students' verbal and 
non-verbal participation may not be shown from mere classroom observation and 
teacher interviews. Seeing the gaps in classroom interaction research in Hong 
Kong, the present study attempts to look into the “hidden，，factors intervening in 
students' oral performance in English classrooms. 
This study has employed research methods of: 1) classroom observation with 
video- and audio-recordings; and 2) student interviews with stimulated recall. 
Forty-eight Form Two students from three co-educational CMI secondary schools 
(ranging from Band One to Two) were invited for interviews after the classroom 
observation. By studying the ten classroom discourse patterns, in addition to 
students' first person narratives and opinions concerning the teacher-student 
interaction, five factors underlying students' classroom participation were identified: 
1) linguistic factors, 2) socio-cultural factors, 3) psychological factors, 4) the 
English teacher, and 5) other students in the same classroom and the classroom 
setting. 
Pedagogical implications were drawn upon at the end. To fit in the focus of 
this study — perspectives from students — recommendations were made by the 
student interviewees. It was suggested by the majority of the students that the 
English classroom should no longer be a classroom for formal teaching and learning. 
Instead, English learning should be realised through carefully and purposely 
designed games and other activities in a relaxed environment for realistic 
commimicative purposes. This also accords well with the recent trends in the 
Communicative Language Teaching - as agreed by many language researchers as 























CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION 
In 1989, the Education Commission Report No.4 (ECR4) reported that 
"English standards appeared to have been generally maintained but the fast increasing 
demand for competent users had led to a misperception that standards were falling" (p. 
104), despite some research projects done in Hong Kong have indicated that "only 
some 30% of Secondary 3 students could perform effectively in English" (ibid., p. 
111). However in another study of Evans, Jones, Rusmin & Cheung (1998) on the 
public's attitudes towards Hong Kong's future language needs and policy, it is found in 
the self-report questionnaire survey that most respondents from various sectors 
critically rated their own English ability, "characterizing the English standard as bad 
and 'getting worse, “ (p. 398). 
Over the decade, there has been the popular conception that the English 
standard in Hong Kong is poor. The striking situation of students' relatively low oral 
interactional competence after long years of English learning in school is undeniably 
worrying the English teachers in Hong Kong. While the government put the blame on 
teacher's use of code-mixed teaching in English classroom, which has deprived of 
students' learning opportunities on "problem-solving, analysis and discussion of 
issues" and hence their "cognitive development" (ECR4, p. I l l ) ; the corresponding 
Medium of Instruction (MOI) policy implemented in 1998 seemed insufficient to 
change the situation so far. Thereof, it is high time to take a closer look into "what is 
happening" in the English classrooms in Hong Kong, to find out the root of problems 
and to suggest practical solutions. 
Among all aspects concerning the teaching and learning in an English 
classroom, this study sets out to investigate the classroom interaction for English 
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learning. Of particular, it exams the patterns and perspectives from secondary school 
junior students on the teacher-student interaction. 
In this regard, the objective of this chapter is, firstly, to introduce the setting, 
rationale and significance of the need of the present study. Starting from the problems 
and challenges facing the English classroom interaction in Hong Kong, the research 
gaps are identified and the research rationale is developed, reflecting the valuable 
contribution of the study in Hong Kong's classroom research. Finally an outline and 
overview of the organisational structure of this thesis are offered. 
1.1 THE SETTING OF THE PRESENT RESEARCH 
1.1.1 Research on Second/Foreign Language (SL/ FL) Classroom Interaction 
Tsui (1995) offered a comprehensive discussion on language classroom 
interaction research and theory. She highlighted the significance of classroom 
interaction in language learning because the language is at once the object of and 
vehicle for learning. Like the situation in Hong Kong or other ESL/ EFL countries 
where students' exposure to the target language is mainly in the classroom, 'the kind 
of input and interaction that is made available is particularly important' (p.12). 
Tsui (ibid.’ p. iix-ix) classified classroom interaction into three aspects 
basically: teacher talk (e.g. teacher questions, feedback, error treatment and 
explanation), input and interaction (e.g. turn-allocation and turn-taking behaviour) and 
student talk (e.g. cultural factors in their participation, nature of interaction and 
quantity of talk). She particularly pointed out the difficulty facing the teachers to get 
students to respond. In spite of a number of contributing factors concerning student 
reticence suggested by Tsui, the study was not holistic enough because only teachers' 
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perspectives were studied in the research. To conclude her observation on the student 
talk in classroom interaction, Tsui (ibid.) recommended the use of small group work as 
a way to promote students' natural conversation because ‘the figure of authority' and 
hence ‘the evaluative mode of interaction' (p. 100) are removed. 
Nevertheless, Seedhouse (1999) provided a counter argument that even in 
task-based interaction, in which group work setting is adopted and students are 
ultimately the interactants, yet there are constraints to narrow and restrict the variety of 
communication. Another study of Seedhouse (1996) showed that it was possible for 
teachers to replicate genuine or natural communication in the classroom - if 'the 
linguistic forms and patterns the [students] produced were directly related to the 
pedagogical purposes which the teacher introduced' (p.21). In other words, the 
teacher needs to devise activities to 'stimulate natural discourse in the classroom' 
(Nunan, 1987, p.45, as cited in Seedhouse, 1996). It is noting that, however, 
Seedhouse's claim is based on a previous study (1994) that is largely a 'textual 
analysis of published classroom data' (p. 303). In order to give a fuller picture 
regarding teacher-student interaction in language classrooms, it is essential to pay 
attention to understand ‘why’ students are stimulated — in particular ‘when’ they can 
be stimulated, besides looking at 'how' teachers can stimulate students. 
1.1.2 Research on English Classroom Interaction in Hong Kong 
Classroom research in Hong Kong in the past decades has been focusing on the 
medium of instruction policy deliberately (Johnson and Lee, 1987; Lin, 1990; 
Pennington, 1995; Chan, 1998; Pennington and Balla, 1998; Walters and Balla, 1998; 
Evans, 2000), and much less attention is paid to classroom interaction. More detailed 
studies on teacher-student interaction in the Hong Kong secondary classroom are Tsui 
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(1985) and Pennington, Lee & Lau (1995), yet the two studies are conducted from 
researchers or teachers' perspectives. 
It is not surprising at all to see from the results of these studies that the 
students' language production is highly limited. ‘Nor is it surprising to find the 
complete absence of "Pupil initiate" [in classroom interaction]‘ (Tsui, 1985, p. 20). 
Tsui (1995) identified that the immediate output of the students are all restricted 
response such as 'a word or a phrase or a recitation of a sentence from the textbook' (p. 
20). 
In the five case studies conducted by Pennington et al. (1995), the students 
were observed to interact with the teachers using Cantonese, mixed code, 
insertion-switching and slang expressions in English lessons. And that ‘they also 
frequently broke the rules about the content of discourse, style of interaction, and 
participant roles that would be inappropriate in a school or other institutional setting' 
(p. 51). It is due to the limitation of these studies that there is no systematic linguistic 
analysis on students' output. After all, it is obvious that no 'genuine' classroom 
interaction is found in these secondary classrooms, even though the teachers have 
struggled to conduct the lessons in a communicative and interesting way. 
Another two studies on classroom interaction in Hong Kong are Lai (1993) and 
Leung (1999). The former study looked into the relationship between students' 
participation in profitable classroom discourse and their level of confidence in English 
communication. The results accord with Tsui's (1985) study well that the teacher is 
always in control of the classroom communication and rare chances are given to the 
students for building up their confidence in speaking English. Leung's (ibid.) study 
supplemented the studies of Pennington et al. (1995) that it investigated the linguistic 
features of student talk in small group discussion in English classrooms. The results 
4 
once again echo the previous studies that students' output was of poor quantity and 
quality, showing students' anxiety about communicating in English. A summary of 
the four studies is shown in Appendix A and they will be more closely examined in 
Chapter 2. 
1.2 RATIONALE AND SIGNIFICANCE 
Previous studies (Ellis, 1985; Seedhouse, 1994; Butzkamm, 1997; Ng, Tsui, & 
Marton，2001) on language classroom interaction have placed more emphasis on the 
impact of comprehensible input delivered and the communication strategies adopted 
by teachers in language teaching. Despite a wide range of communicative classroom 
teaching methods suggested, students' silence and lack of language production keep 
concerning the English teachers. Even if students are able to interact with or respond 
to the teacher, they tend to minimize the linguistic forms and the amount of language 
used. The low standard and scanty output of English from Hong Kong secondary 
school students has also been worrying the society. Especially when Hong Kong 
government's language policy is to enable its population to be trilingual, being capable 
of communicating in English and Mandarin, in addition to Cantonese (Education and 
Manpower Bureau, 2002). 
Tsui (1985) emphasized that the passivity and silence of students in English 
classrooms ‘not only deprived them of a chance to put the target language into 
communicative use, but more seriously, it affected the quality of the input' (p. 25). In 
Pennington et al's (1995) study, the teachers were seen to occasionally shift to 
Cantonese in their English teaching that 'degraded [the] communicative status of 
English as medium of instruction' (p. 86). Although Allwright and Bailey (1991) 
justified that some students might 'wish to be quiet and listen in order to leam' (p. 144), 
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the benefits from classroom interaction are undeniable. Through interactions with 
either the teacher or other students, the student is able to leam the language as well as 
use it in real situations. 
In view of a communicative language classroom is not only achieved by the 
teacher only, but also the students who can interact and communicate in the target 
language; it is important to hear every voice and find out the best way to enhance the 
teacher-student interactions in language classroom. Regarding the limited number of 
classroom interaction research that focuses on students' perspectives, further research 
is requisite to gather students' first person narratives and opinions about the 
teacher-student interactions in English classroom. This is important since only 
through students' first person narratives and comments, the hidden factors behind their 
acts in classroom interaction can be revealed, which is often overlooked by some 
researchers who have been relying on classroom observation transcripts solely. The 
present study from students' perspectives may provide useful implications on how 
students can leam best from English classroom interactions. 
In response to the gaps in language classroom research in Hong Kong, four 
research questions are raised which guide throughout the present study: 
1) What are the reasons for the students，non-verbal participation during T-S 
interaction in English classrooms? 
2) What are the reasons for the students to verbally participate in the same 
English classroom on other occasions? 
3) What are the students ’ expectations on the ELT teachers in promoting 
classroom interaction? 
4) What can the teachers do to encourage more active verbal participation 
by students? 
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1.3 ORGANISATION OF THIS THESIS 
This thesis is written in six chapters. 
Chapter One serves as an introduction of the background and rationale of the 
present study. Its significance and guiding research questions are also stated. 
Chapter Two reviews the past theoretical and research literature on 
communicative language teaching, classroom interaction, as well as second language 
classroom learning. This chapter ends with the identification of the gaps in language 
classroom research in Hong Kong. 
Chapter Three concerns the design of the study. It will have the selection of 
subjects explained, the research instruments described, the procedures of data 
collection stated, and the methods of data analysis exemplified. 
Chapter Four is on data analysis. Based on the empirical data, it illustrates the 
general pictures of the classroom interactional patterns, providing an overview of the 
classroom discourse data. Moreover, the findings on student interview data 
concerning their verbal and non-verbal participation are presented in details. 
Chapter Five offers an in-depth discussion on both the classroom discourse and 
student interview findings. Penetrating from the patterns of classroom interaction to 
the intervening factors of students' participation, the hidden voices of students are 
revealed, with respect to the reasons of speaking and not speaking (English) in class, 
their expectations on English teachers in classroom interaction, as well as their hearty 
suggestions for the teachers to promote teacher-student classroom interactions. 
Chapter Six summarises all the discussions made in the previous chapters. 
Pedagogical implications are then drawn upon. The chapter concludes with the 
limitations of the present study and suggestions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 2 is divided into five parts. It starts with an extensive review of 
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) as it is widely advocated in Hong Kong 
secondary school. Different aspects of CLT covered include its origin and 
development, framework, theoretical approaches and practical issues in language 
teaching, as well as the situations in Hong Kong. This is followed by a discussion 
on the relationship between classroom interaction and language learning, with its 
focus placed on the teacher-learner interaction. Next, how classroom interaction 
will affect second language (SL) learners is explicated. The review of literature 
then moves on to look into the English classroom interaction in Hong Kong. At the 
end, the research gaps in Hong Kong and the significance of the study are stated. 
Diagram 1 previews the organisation of this chapter: 
Ch.2 Literature Review 
_ V / /I / ^ / / 
2.2 2.3 2.4 
Communicative Classroom Interaction Classroom 
Language Teaching ^ and Language Learning ^ Interaction and 
• Origin and • Role of Interaction Second Language 
development • Actual classroom Learners 
• Communicative interaction patters • Learner Autonomy 
competence: « Desired classroom • Learner Anxiety 
-Framework interaction patterns 
-Theoretical a , 7 . 
approaches • Aspects of teacher-
-Practical issues J learner interaction J J 
/ ,/] / A 
2.5 
English Classroom Interaction in Hong Kong 
2.6 • Analysing input and interaction 
Chapter Summary • English classroom communication failure ^ ~ 
• The five SL discourses 
• Students' participation in group discussion 
• Research gaps in Hong Kong 1/ 
Diagram 1. A Preview of the Organisation of Chapter 2. 
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2.2 COMMUNICATIVE LANGUAGE TEACHING (CLT) 
In the history of second or foreign language teaching, a variety of methods 
and approaches such as the Direct Method, the Grammar-Translation Method, 
Audio-lingualism, the Syllabus-based Approach, the Situational Approach, the 
Functional Approach, the Communicative Approach, and the Task-based Approach, 
have been developed to search for an ideal teaching model for different learning 
needs and contexts. The first part of the literature review starts from the 
Communicative Approach or the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), which 
has been widely accepted since the mid-twentieth century. Not only is CLT one of 
the most influential approaches to second (SL) or foreign language (FL) teaching 
that it is still developing in the twenty-first century, but also it has confirmed the 
crucial role of classroom interaction in language teaching — one major concern in 
the present study, which will be discussed in the second part. 
2.2.1 Origins and Development 
The emergence of the communicative approach in language teaching can be 
traced back to the late sixties when the traditional teaching method, Audio-
lingualism was criticized and under attack. This old teaching method lays stress 
very much on the language syntactic patterns and attends more to form and 
structure than meaning. Setting the desired goal as Chomsky's (1957) linguistic 
competence, the audio-lingual approach of teaching confines language learning by 
narrowing concern, in a certain extent, to the learning of the accuracy of structure 
or syntax, thereby discouraging learners' creative use of language as well as their 
communicative potential. 
Considering the inadequacy of the past teaching methods that learners' 
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communicative ability cannot be fostered; a new language teaching approach 
comes into view as a reaction to old approaches, looking at “how [they] have 
failed", as stated by Johnson (1982，p. 5). D. A. Wilkins, a British linguist, first 
proposed a functional-notional approach to language teaching. In his "Notional 
Syllabus" (1976), Wilkins argues that the purpose of language learning is to 
communicate and thus language learners cannot be deprived of communicative 
practice: 
In drawing up a notional syllabus, instead of asking how speakers of the 
language express themselves or when and where they use the language, we 
ask what it is they communicate through language. We are then able to 
organize language teaching in terms of the content rather than the form of 
the language. For this reason the resulting syllabus is called a notional 
syllabus, (ibid, p. 18) 
Wilkins's functional approach had a significant impact on the development 
of language teaching. From the early seventies onwards, the focus on language 
teaching has shifted from a form-oriented approach to a meaning-oriented approach, 
from emphasizing the correct use of language forms to the functional and 
communicative use of language. The "Communicative Approach" or simply 
"Communicative Language Teaching" finally arose as one influential language 
teaching theory during the period. 
It is a reaction against the view of language as a set of structures; it is a 
reaction towards a view of language as communication, a view in which 
meaning and the uses to which language is put play a central part. In 
language teaching this reaction is crystallizing itself into the 
"communicative approach"... (Brumfit and Johnson, 1979, p. 3) 
Since the mid-seventies the scope of CLT has deliberately expanded (Richards and 
Rodgers, 1986, p. 65-66) and the blooming research literature on CLT has proved it 
a promising approach concerning language teaching. 
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2.2.2 Communicative Competence: Framework 
The ultimate goal of CLT is to equip learners with communicative 
competence. Hymes (1972) was among the first to notice and emphasize the 
importance of knowing the rules of language use (communicative competence) 
against the rules of grammar (linguistic competence). He puts forward to claim 
that Chomsky's (1965) "linguistic competence", concerning the mastery of the 
system of rules or grammar, is only "one of the several sectors of the 
communicative competence" (p. 18). He argues that "[there] are rules of use 
without which the rules of grammar would be useless" (p. 45). 
In Hymes's (1972) “On Communicative Competence", the notion of 
communicative competence is related to four parameters of communication: 
grammaticality (What is formally possible?), feasibility (What is feasible in terms 
of the psycholinguistic factors?), appropriateness (What is appropriate in relation to 
contextual features?) and performance (What is accomplished and done?). 
"Hymes's theory of communicative competence was a definition of what a speaker 
needs to know in order to be communicatively competent in a speech community." 
(Richards and Rodgers, 1986, p. 70) 
Canale and Swain (1980) further develop Hymes's fourfold distinction and 
present it as four basic components of communicative competence: grammatical 
competence, socio-linguistic competence, discourse competence and strategic 
competence. These four components, however, are not self-sufficient to function 
well but interdependent: 
"Grammatical competence" refers to Chomsky's (1965) "linguistic 
competence" which reflects learners' mastery of using and producing correct 
linguistic forms and formal structures. It becomes one of the main components in 
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communicative competence, for learners "will fail to communicate competently 
without grammar in all but the most limited conversational situations" (Scarcella 
and Oxford, 1992, p. 72). However, Allwright (1979/1985) adds to this part-whole 
relationship advising the focus of CLT should be on communication skills, 
in the knowledge that this will necessarily involve developing most areas of 
linguistic competence as an essential part of the product rather than focus 
on linguistic skills and risk failing to deal with a major part of whatever 
constitutes communicative competence, (p. 168) 
"Socio-linguistic competence" relates to learners' ability to understand and 
use language appropriately in different social contexts where communication takes 
place. Such competence enables learners to adjust their speech to the addressee or 
participants accordingly. 
"Discourse competence" concerns learners' knowledge of combining 
correct linguistic forms and meanings to interpret as well as present a unified piece 
of written or spoken text in various discourses. Learners are able to identify the 
relationships between a message and its intended functions. 
"Strategic competence" deals with learners' communicative strategies to 
cope with communication breakdowns or to enhance effective communication. 
Competent learners are to stretch their strategic competence to complement their 
limited linguistic repertoires by the flexible use of language. 
The four dimensions of communicative competence are considered by 
Scarcella and Oxford (1992) to have contributed to language learners' speaking 
effectiveness. These abilities are particularly essential for English as a second 
language (ESL) learners such as Hong Kong students, to maximize their interaction 
with speakers of higher proficiency or native speakers. Since “[a] key factor in 
second language development is the opportunity given to learners to speak in 
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language-promoting interaction with others who have more linguistic resources 
than the learners" (Scarcella and Oxford, 1992, p. 153). In a language classroom, 
the person of higher communicative competence in addition to linguistic 
competence is obviously the teacher him/herself. This indicates that sustained 
teacher-learner (T-L) interactions in classroom play a big part in developing 
learners' communicative competence, in other words, their target language. The 
following section will discuss three of the many approaches to CLT, which are 
contributive to SL or FL learners' acquisition of communicative competence in T-L 
classroom interaction. 
2.2.3 Communicative Competence: Theoretical Approaches in Language 
Teaching 
The three approaches to learners' development of communicative 
competence will be discussed below are: the Interactional Approach, the Discoursal 
Approach, and the Fluency-based Approach. 
2.2.3.1 The Interactional Approach 
The effects of teaching communicative competence for FL learners were 
first demonstrated by Savignon in 1972. Bems (1985, p. 149-157) provides a 
comprehensive review on Savignon's work in her doctoral dissertation "Functional 
approaches and communicative competence: English language teaching in non-
native contexts". According to Bems (ibid.), Savignon's approach to CLT is based 
on the premise that language is "meaning-making" (p. 150). It is defined that the 
goal of CLT in SL or FL classroom is to develop learners' communicative 
competence for "the expression, interpretation, and negotiation of meaning 
involving interaction.. .，，(Savignon, 1983, as cited in Bems, 1985, p. 150). 
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In response to Canale and Swain's (1980) framework of communicative 
competence, Savignon (1983) proposes the "inverted pyramid" to relate 
grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse competence and 
strategic competence with increasing overall communicative competence. It 
illustrates that communicative competence is on the top of all components in the 
framework. Among the four communicative components, Savignon specially 
considers sociolinguistic competence, since "meaning-making" in a large degree 
depends on learners' social and cultural experiences. Bems (1985) complements 
that learners' expression of their views is “the expression of self with its cultural 
and social markers" (p. 176), for meanings of the same linguistic form can be 
varied from society to society as well as culture to culture. Subsequently, in 
Savignon's pyramid, sociolinguistic competence comes first from its tip, and it is 
then followed by strategic competence, discourse competence and lastly, 
grammatical competence. 
The "pyramid" works in the way that "an increase in one component 
interacts with the other components to produce a corresponding increase in overall 
communicative competence" (Savignon, 1983, p. 49). Savignon (ibid.) explains 
that moving upward the pyramid, different parameters of communicative 
competence may have different degrees of importance at a particular level but they 
are all interrelated. She reminds language teachers of the "interactive" nature of 
the four parameters that "[the] whole of communicative competence is always 
something other than the simple sum of its parts". 
Savignon in her most recent work (2002) points out that the focus on the 
learner is becoming central to CLT, with her interactional approach integrated in 
the idea. "The basic principle [of CLT] is that learners should engage with texts 
and meaning through the process of use and discovery." (ibid., p. 22) To use the 
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target language for communication to a greater extent, she even suggests grounding 
CUT in a theory of intercultural communicative competence. Therefore, in her 
latest “pyramid”， sociolinguistic competence has become "sociocultural 
competence". 
Savignon (1972, 2002) neither draws special attention to the relationship 
between communicative competence and the formal language components, nor 
emphasizes any particular modes of communication. Savignon's model is 
designed “to help learners develop general language competence rather than 
specific areas of language use" (Bems, 1985, p. 156). She adopts an interactional 
approach to CLT in SL or FL classroom, highlighting the contribution of each 
“interactive，，communicative competence component in language learning. It is 
stated in Savignon's (2002) that it is now inappropriate to regard CLT as one 
teaching "method" as in the past, but rather an approach which cannot be detached 
from “individual identity and social behavior" (p. 210). 
2.2.3.2 The Discoursal Approach 
Another approach to the pedagogical concept of communicative 
competence in SL or FL classroom is that of Widdowson (1978，1979). 
Widdowson (1978) was chiefly concerned with the teaching of English to 
speakers of other languages (p. 1). He saw a problem in the CLT that language 
teachers over-emphasized "notions" or "functions". What they taught actually 
were isolated utterances, with which learners were then expected to be able to 
fulfill various functions in communication. In Widdowson's view, by uttering 
these isolated sentence patterns extensively, learners may fall short of developing 
the ability to communicate in real situations. Hence, he suggests “a consideration 
of the nature of discourse and of the abilities that are engaged in creating it", and 
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by looking into a variety of discourses, he attempts to propose “the possible 
pedagogic procedures which will lead the learner towards the ability to handle 
discourse" (1978, p. 1). 
Adopting the discoursal approach, Widdowson (1984) makes a distinction 
between the teaching of language as communication and the teaching of language 
for communication: 
1) Teaching Language as Communication 
The orientation of English language teaching, as recommended by 
Widdowson (1979, p. 90)，should focus on the use of sentences in combination 
rather than the sentence as a basic unit. This is because if language is taught as 
communication, then naturally, it will not be considered in terms of sentences but 
discourses. Widdowson (1979) defines "communicative competence" as learners' 
knowledge of using sentences as a whole to perform a wide range of 
communicative acts in various discourses. Classroom CLT in this sense, ought to 
present learners with language in communicative categories, which they will be 
asked to use in a recommended manner correspondingly (Widdowson, 1984). 
However, Widdowson (ibid.，p. 219) cautions that over-enthusiasm in 
communicative presentation will lead to ignorance of "types of conventional 
classroom activity which could be put to effective use in teaching for 
communication". 
2) Teaching Language /or Communication 
The central idea in teaching language for communication is that learners are 
equipped thereafter to cope with real life communication. Widdowson (1984) 
refers this to the teaching of “cooperative principle", in which sentences are 
extended by negotiation - "routines and procedures". "This principle embodies the 
necessary social assumption that when people come together or otherwise make 
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contact with each other in order to communicate, they will cooperate and seek to 
arrive at an understanding." (ibid., p. 221) What is implied here is that meanings 
have to be negotiated through cooperative interaction in order to convey 
illocutionary intent and prepositional meaning. 
Regarding the aim of language teaching is to help learners develop their 
ability to communicate in the target language, Widdowson (ibid.) repeatedly claims 
to teach language for communication, as long as communication is not simply 
applying the knowledge of linguistic rules, but also "the use of procedures for 
negotiating meaning within predictable routines" (Widdowson, 1984, p. 227). This 
is especially the primary concern to many SL and FL teachers. 
2.2.3.3 The Fluency-based Approach 
A third approach to CLT is a fluency-based one that promotes "fluency" 
against “accuracy，，in the traditional view. Faerch, Haastrup and Phillip son (1984) 
classifies three types of "fluency": 
semantic fluency: linking together propositions and speech acts 
lexical-syntactic fluency: linking together syntactic constituents and words 
articulatory fluency: linking together speech segments. (p. 143) 
Brumfit (1979/ 1985) directs attention to the important role of learners' fluent talk 
in language teaching, and he regards fluency generally as "natural language use" (p. 
56). He argues that by focusing on fluency learners will be led to consider the 
"use" as opposed to the “form，，of what they have leamt. 
The disadvantages of accuracy-based language teaching are discussed by 
Brumfit (1979/ 1985, p. 187-188). Firstly, "accuracy" is only a relative concept in 
that its basis is on a social judgment of the relevant language speech community. 
Since the norms for whether an utterance is accurate or not are not well established 
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and stable, the accuracy of a linguistic expression may vary in different cultures 
and societies. It is also risk-taking to insist on a model of accuracy whether in 
grammatical or functional terms, “that inflexibility will be trained [and: 
adaptability and the ability to improvise will be neglected" (ibid., p. 187), making 
written forms dominate spoken forms. In SL or FL situations in which language to 
which learners are exposed outside classroom is functionally active, this 
disadvantage becomes more significant. 
In Brumfit's (ibid.) perspective, language teaching should not be "packed 
for learners" but is "made by them" (p. 190). The fluency-based approach enables 
language learners to be more responsive in communication, in the sense that it 
encourages the flexible use of language for expressing meanings rather than the 
careful examination of accurate linguistic expressions. “The claim is that by 
putting students into positions where the demands of the situation force them to use 
language as fluently as possible (in this sense of fluency), the process of creative 
construction should be assisted" (Brumfit, 1985, p. 57). 
Collectively speaking, though the three approaches to the teaching of 
communicative competence in CLT accentuate different purposes and focuses, 
theoretically, they converge at the same ultimate goal of enhanced and effective 
interaction (verbal participation) in the target language, and consequently the 
acquisition of SL or FL. After all, one should be aware of the perpetual 
discrepancy between the theory and its actual practice. This is to say there have 
been criticisms regarding each of these teaching approaches in real language 
classrooms. The next part is therefore devoted to the conflicts which arise between 
the theory of each approach and the problems related to its actual practice. 
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2.2.4 Communicative Competence: Practical Issues 
The concept of communicative competence in CLT concerns both the oral 
and written aspects of language learning. However, this part of discussion will deal 
with the oral communicative competence only since learners' verbal participation 
is the main focus of the present study. 
2.2.4.1 The Interactional Approach: The Role of Output 
It has been mentioned earlier that Savignon (1983) rarely pays attention to 
the relationship between communicative competence and the formal language 
components and the modes of communication. She states that “a measure of 
sociolinguistic competence and strategic competence allows a measure of 
communicative competence even before the acquisition of any grammatical 
competence" (1983, p. 49) and the use of language is not necessary for social 
interaction and communication. Savignon's rationale is that by virtue of the 
"interactive" nature of communicative competence, grammatical competence can 
be compensated by the other three, and thus gestures and facial expressions are also 
adequate for her emphasis on "meaning-making". In spite of her "inverted 
pyramid" which has demonstrated the interactive nature of learners' 
communicative competence development, it is claimed to have "no empirical 
basis" (p. 49). Therefore, questions about this "inverted pyramid", like how it 
works out in real language teaching, to what extent each kind of competence will 
have an impact of each other in different teaching activities, or what else non-
verbal participation (e.g. gestures and facial expressions) can help besides making 
meaning, remain unanswered. 
Swain (1985) conducted the research on the input-output relationship 
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regarding subjects' grammatical, discourse, and sociolinguistic competence. 
Correspondingly, her goal of study was to determine the empirically 
distinguishable communicative competence component(s) and how they were 
manifested in oral and written tasks. In the study, the subjects were a group of 
native English-speaking children in a French immersion program, who were 
learning French as a second language. The three aspects of their oral competence 
are assessed in different interactive tasks, which are all centered upon "meaning-
making": grammatical competence is tested through structured interview which 
focus is on communication rather than code; discourse competence is tested 
through film retelling and argumentation in order to elicit learners' narrative and 
comments; and sociolinguistic competence is tested through situational 
descriptions which require requests, suggestions and complaints. 
The research results of the immersion students are then compared with the 
results of the native French-speaking students of the same grade. It is revealed that 
the immersion students have performed as well as the native speakers in their 
sociolinguistic and discoursal competence. Nonetheless, "they have not acquired 
nativelike abilities in the grammatical domain" (p. 238). This is obviously 
reflected in their sociolinguistic scores. As commented by Swain (ibid.), 
"...whereas in those categories where grammatical knowledge inevitably plays a 
role in the production of the appropriate form, immersion students' performance is 
inferior to that of native speakers" (p. 244). In other words, "grammatical 
competence" is shown to be the empirically distinguishable component concerning 
learners' oral communicative competence, which is put last in Savignon's (1983) 
model. The study demonstrates that learners' inadequate grammatical competence 
has even prohibited their better performance relating to sociolinguistic 
competence — the focus in the "inverted pyramid". The interactive nature of 
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communicative competence works in both good and bad ways. 
For SL or FL development, Swain (1985) argues that interaction or 
negotiation of meaning should not only aim at "conveying" meaning through any 
means, but should go beyond to learners' ability to "deliver" meaning “precisely, 
coherently, and appropriately" (p. 249) through verbal participation. She concludes 
her study by pointing out that "immersion students do not demonstrate native-
speaker productive competence, not because their comprehensible input is limited 
but because their comprehensible output is limited... they are not being 'pushed' in 
their output" (p. 249). Despite their success of using different strategies to get the 
teacher and other learners in the classroom to understand their meaning, the 
immersion students fail to express their intended meaning exactly, which implies 
their inadequate communicative competence in social interaction occurred in real 
life. 
The implication drawn from Swain's (1985) study has provided useful 
insights with respect to Savignon's (1972) interactional teaching approach to 
communicative competence. It is suggested by Savignon (ibid.) that meaning-
making through "interaction" can be in any means other than the use of language; 
however, Swain (ibid.) cautions that learners need to verbalize their meaning in 
order to develop their language competence. In all, the success of the interactional 
teaching approach to communicative competence must lie in learners' verbal 
production — for grammatical competence, the last component to contribute to 
communicative competence, will be developed at a pace when learners produce 
output. It then interacts with other three components for the increase in overall 
communicative competence. 
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2.2.4.2 The Discoursal Approach: The Need of Information Gap 
In Widdowson's (1990/ 1991) perspective, it is believed that: 
what teaching is concerned with is setting up conditions for effective 
performance with the language on the assumption that in learning how to 
perform pragmatically learners will somehow be able to acquire knowledge 
of the language itself inferentially by themselves, (p. 160) 
Alternatively speaking, Widdowson (1978, 1979, 1990/ 1991) sees the importance 
of teaching language learners the pragmatic use of the target language on the whole 
as they do with their first language, instead of the linguistic realization of isolated 
structures as suggested in the "notional" or "functional" approach. He urges the 
integration of discourse into language teaching, looking at sentences in 
"coherence" rather than in "cohesion" of discrete units, by reason that language 
occurs in connected discourse. 
In Widdowson's (1979) claim, speakers of different languages do share the 
same “deep structure". Language teachers are thus to teach the functional 
realizations of the deep structure for specific purposes chiefly. For instance, for 
teaching English for specific purposes (ESP), his pedagogical principle is to 
provide learners with “a variety of exercise types which seek to link up the LI, the 
nonlinguistic representations [of the deep structure], and English" (ibid., p. 238),. 
Huckin (1980, as cited in Ross, 1980) conducted an experimental study by 
having his first-year undergraduate students trying out Widdowson's exercises; 
however, with no success at all, and he was not convinced that exercises of this 
type were pedagogically effective. Huckin (1980) criticizes the exercises, 
suggested by Widdowson in the "English in Focus" series for the discoursal 
approach of language teaching, as being in "excessive control" so that their 
application may result in "boredom and bewilderment" (p. 238-9). However, he 
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indicates the discrepancy between Widdowson's theoretical framework and its 
actual implementation, owing to the heavy demands placed on learners' pragmatic 
skills: 
Whenever the pragmatic skills are not brought into play, the learning ceases 
to be of a communicative kind and becomes instead a version of traditional 
structuralism (and often a poor version at that). (Huckin, 1980, p. 213) 
Huckin (ibid.) observes that the difficult task in putting Widdowson's discoursal 
approach into practice, of particular, it requires of "[engaging] the learners' interest 
without introducing linguistic complexity exceeding the learner's capacities" (p. 
213). 
Huckin (1980) has laid down a new direction for the discoursal approach. 
In order to modify and improve Widdowson's pedagogical principle, Huckin (ibid.) 
recommends the teaching for learners' ability to interpret and bridge the 
information gap between their existing knowledge and "realistic" discourse — 
“imperfect, even confusing samples of discourse, i.e., the kind we are all exposed 
to everyday" (p. 218). This “information gap", says Johnson (1979, as cited in 
Ross, 1980), allows the language exercises to reflect real life situations. 
2.2.4.3 The Fluency-based Approach: The Measurement of Fluency 
The goal of Brumfit's (1979/ 1985) fluency-based approach is obviously to 
develop language learners' ability to produce fluent speech. However, as 
pinpointed by Richards (1990), "the notion of fluency is difficult to pin 
down.. .fluency is a fuzz concept" (p. 75). In fact, a number of measurements (as 
cited in Richards, 1990, p. 75) have been suggested to evaluate language learners' 
fluency: The European Threshold Level Project (ETLP) (Van Ek, 1977; Van Ek and 
Alexander, 1980) "describe oral fluency in terms of ‘reasonable speech: with 
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sufficient precision: with reasonable correctness (grammatically, lexically, 
phonologically)' ,,. Fillmore (1979, p. 93) equates fluency as "[learner's] mastery 
of the semantic and syntactic resources of the language"; and Hieke (1985, p. 140) 
measures fluency in both qualitative and quantitative dimensions and claims that 
“fluent speech is the cumulative result of dozens of different kinds of processes". 
Remarkably, the concept of “accuracy” ("sufficient precision" and 
“reasonable correctness") is included as one criterion of measuring learner's 
linguistic fluency in ETLP, as agreed by Richards (1990), “a component of 
fluency" (p. 76). Not holding on to the accuracy-fluency distinction, Hammerly 
(1991) urges for a balance between the two: “[the fluency-based approach] results 
in a major and apparently permanent loss of accuracy, making the attainment of a 
high level of SL competence impossible" (p. 54). Hammerly (ibid.) takes heed of 
the facilitating impact of accuracy on the development of fluency at an early stage 
of language learning. "[Balanced] results in SL teaching are possible only when a 
beginning and intermediate emphasis on linguistic accuracy gradually shifts to an 
advanced emphasis on communicative fluency with accuracy built in.. .，，(p. 55) 
Brumfit (2000) claims that the value of his fluency-based approach to CLT 
lies in its accuracy-fluency distinction in the technical perspective. “[It] is a 
distinction which is being made with the intention of producing better teaching 一 
teaching which is as close as possible to our understanding of the nature of 
language acquisition." (p. 63) However, he fails to clearly position the role of 
accuracy in his approach. Neither can he provide a means of measurement for 
language learners' "fluency". 
Having discussed the three influential approaches to CLT, their theoretical 
framework, the implementation and arising problems, this part of discussion 
probably show insight into what language teaching approach(es) will enhance 
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communicative classroom interaction. This particularly address the research 
question that: What can (or has) contribute(d) to the English language classroom in 
Hong Kong secondary schools to facilitate learners' verbal participation? The 
coming section will provide some information on how CLT has been working in 
the Hong Kong context to enable learners to acquire communicative competence 
and achieve effective communication in English language classroom. 
2.2.5 The Communicative Language Teaching in Hong Kong 
2.2.5.1 The Development of CLT in English Classroom 
The communicative approach to English language teaching in Hong Kong 
was first introduced in 1983, when the Curriculum Development Committee 
revised the 1975 English language syllabus concentrating on a traditional oral-
structural approach. This was “to help students to develop the maximum degree of 
functional competence in English" (Curriculum Development Committee, 1983, p. 
8). The revised syllabus strongly recommended "[teachers'] provision to the 
students of opportunities to put the English language to use in the classroom" (ibid., 
p. 6). Though the "communicative" English syllabus was claimed to have been 
entirely implemented in the late 1980s, researchers are conservative about whether 
CLT has been fully put into practice in Hong Kong secondary classrooms (e.g. Ho, 
1987; Lai, 1993; Leung, 1987; Wong, 1998). The latest English syllabus released 
in 1999 restated the importance of CLT in Hong Kong secondary English 
classroom: 
The goal of language teaching is to provide every learner with the 
opportunity to develop the ability to carry out successfully certain tasks and 
communicative transactions in English. The ultimate aim of language 
learning is to use language as a means to communication. The 
Communicative Approach has therefore been advocated since the 1980，s. 
25 
(Curriculum Development Committee, 1999，p. 150) 
To expose students to English more, teachers were encouraged to use 
English as the medium of instruction in addition to the communicative approach to 
English language teaching since then. 
2.2.5.2 Attitudes toward CLT and the Actual Practice: A Dilemma 
Despite the "communicative" English syllabus, the implementation of the 
medium of instruction policy by the government on September 1998 was 
criticized to have contradictorily reduced students' exposure to English in the 
Chinese as medium of instruction (CMI) secondary schools. Under this streaming 
policy, all secondary schools in Hong Kong are divided to being either of Chinese 
as the medium of instruction (other than English language lessons) or English as 
the medium of instruction (EMI). At present, there are totally 114 EMI secondary 
schools in Hong Kong, and the remaining two-thirds of schools are CMI schools. 
It is expected by the government that whether the students are in EMI or CMI 
schools, they will have as many chances to engage in communication in English. 
Owing to the policy that all school subjects are to be taught in English, the students 
in the EMI schools will be exposed deliberately to English, and thus opportunities 
for communicating in English in classrooms are assured. Likewise, the students in 
the CMI schools are anticipated to use English more through the government's 
subsidized English enhancement programs as well as the Native English Teacher 
scheme. 
However, as pointed out by Wong (1998), ‘'communicative classrooms are 
rare, with most teachers claiming commitment to the communicative approach, but 
following more traditional approaches to language teaching" (p. 1). This is 
because CLT has placed great demands and workload on English language teachers. 
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It is found that teachers' attitudes and beliefs play a crucial role in adopting a 
teaching approach in the classroom (ibid., p. 1, 27). In the recent research literature, 
there are two studies on the teachers' and students' attitudes toward CLT in Hong 
Kong secondary English classroom: 
The Wong's (1998) study conducted a questionnaire survey among 12 
secondary schools in Hong Kong, and follow-up interviews with one teacher from 
each school. The results reveal that "there is a discrepancy between [the teachers,: 
expressed attitudes towards CLT and actual classroom practice" (ibid., p. 63). The 
teachers generally hold positive attitudes to the CLT in English classroom, yet they 
adopt more traditional approaches in reality due to many constraints found in the 
classroom, especially in which the students are of varied standards. 
The other research project carried out by Lee (2000) is a case study of CLT 
in two Chinese medium of instruction secondary schools in Hong Kong. Lee's 
study sets out to investigate both teachers' and students' attitudes toward CLT and 
identify the reasons for the discrepancy between the teachers' perception and 
practice through questionnaires, classroom observations and interviews. The 
results point to a positive attitude of both the teachers and students toward CLT, but 
with a greater support to the structural approach to teaching from the teachers. This 
corresponds to Wong's (1998) study discussed above. In addition, three notable 
findings in Lee's (2000) are 1) students' preference of a learner-centered approach 
and group work activities; 2) the high band students are not necessarily more active 
than the low band students; and 3) student discipline and motivation are two major 
factors that constrain the full implementation of CLT in the classroom. 
The two different studies have presented a similar picture of the CLT in 
Hong Kong English language classrooms. In spite of teachers' and students' 
positive feelings toward CLT; the external constraints such as "inadequate 
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preparation and teaching time, large class size, students' language proficiency, lack 
of stimulating teaching materials" (Wong, 1998, p. 64)，“the gender and personality 
of students [and] the students' expectation of English language teaching" (Lee, 
2000, p. 104) have discouraged the teachers to put CLT into practice faithfully in 
English language classroom. 
While different approaches in CLT point to various directions, they all aim 
to provide learners with genuine communicative experiences to use, and hence 
learn the target language whenever possible. The failure to implement CLT 
thoroughly in Hong Kong English classroom owing to teachers' preference to the 
traditional structural approach may imply students in Hong Kong are in lack of a 
communicatively-rich environment for English learning, especially in the aspect of 
their speaking ability. The teachers on one hand believe CLT can promote 
students' English learning; on the other hand, they wish to control the classroom by 
a more teacher-fronted approach. As a result, "[CLT] does not work out as 
effectively as the Education Department has expected" (Wong, 1998, p. 64). 
Assuming that students may benefit from interacting with the teacher, who 
is of higher linguistic and communicative competence (Scarcella and Oxford, 1992) 
in the classroom; research on teacher-student classroom interaction in local English 
classrooms may shed light on the English teaching pedagogy in Hong Kong, which 
is a strong rationale of the present study. Despite the one-third EMI schools and a 
number of native English-speaking teachers in Hong Kong, local Cantonese-
speaking English teachers and CMI schools are chosen in this research. This is by 
reason that they are the dominant Cantonese-speaking community as well as the 
major type of school in Hong Kong respectively, the authentic data collected 
therefore are representative enough to get a good grip of the situation in Hong 
Kong. 
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2.3 CLASSROOM INTERACTION AND LANGUAGE LEARNING 
Language learning in the classroom setting is always said to take place 
implicitly in individual learners. 
This] internal process of learning will come about as a consequence of the 
external interaction which takes place between the two kinds of participant: 
the teacher on the one hand, and the learners on the other. The classroom 
interaction serves an enabling function: its only purpose is to provide 
conditions for learning. (Malamah-Thomas, 1987/ 1991, p. vii) 
For the great importance of classroom interaction in language learning and 
development, this section will look into the 1) role, 2) goals and actual patterns, 
and 3) desired patterns of communicative classroom interaction. The teacher-
student interaction which is the focus of the present study will be reviewed in detail. 
2.3.1 The Role of Interaction 
Whatever first, second or foreign language is, they are all viewed as the 
immediate object and medium for learning in a language classroom. Classroom 
interaction involving interactional modifications and negotiations is claimed to aid 
language learning in three distinct ways: 
Firstly, past studies (Scarcella and Higa, 1981; Gass and Varonis, 1985; 
Pica, Doughty, and Young, 1986; Pica, 1988) have reported that interaction helps 
make speaker's input comprehensible to listeners. These studies have 
acknowledged that the negotiation of meaning "increases and ensures that the input 
is maximally comprehensible" (Hall and Verplaetse, 2000，p.4). In other words, 
through classroom interaction the teachers are able to make their input ‘maximally 
comprehensible' to learners, which is highly important in second and foreign 
language teaching and learning. 
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Another merit of classroom interaction is that it allows and encourages 
learners, consciously and unconsciously to produce language output in classroom. 
Swain (1985) argued that the linguistic gap which exists between what the learner 
wants to express and their ability to convey it can first be noticed only if the person 
produces output. The importance of output is highlighted in the view that it is not 
only a way of practicing, but a way of creating knowledge (Gass, 1997). In a 
language classroom, learners' output therefore provides three functions (Swain, 
1985): noticing, hypothesis testing and reflection. 
The third way of promoting classroom learning through interaction is that it 
elicits negotiation between interactants. According to Gass (1997), negotiation per 
se provides 'useable information' for making appropriate modifications or 
restructuring, which in turn enhances language input. In the Gass and Varonis 
(1994) study, it is found that ‘negotiated interaction' aids comprehension. This is 
because during negotiation “input becomes available for attentional resources and 
attention is focused on a particular form or meaning. When learners are in an 
active interactional mode, they can focus on what is necessary for them.. .，’ (Gass, 
1997, p. 129). In addition, in some cases of negotiation of meaning, learners will 
come up with new forms themselves (Tarone and Liu, 1995). Collectively 
speaking, negotiation in classroom interaction not only provides a means for the 
teacher to make input more salient and understandable, but also an opportunity for 
learners to produce new forms and acquire new vocabulary. The next two sections 
will discuss the role of interaction in language learning in detail, regarding 
comprehension input, output and negotiation. 
2.3.1.1 Comprehensible Input and Its Development 
Beginning from the eighties, "comprehensible input" came to play a 
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dominant role in language learning, after Krashen's (1980) “Input Hypothesis". In 
his view, acquisition takes place when the input is made accessible and 
comprehensible to learners, so that the "comprehensible input" is a “bit beyond" 
their present language competence: i + 1, where “i” is the learners' current 
competence, and “+1” is the additional language presented to the learners. 
Krashen (1985, 1989) looks at the relationship between comprehensible input and 
language acquisition in a "natural order", 
1 .We acquire by understanding input language that contains structures a bit 
beyond our current level of competence. 
2.Speech is a result, not a cause, of acquisition. 
3.If input is understood, and if there is enough of it, grammatical structures 
the acquirer is ready to acquire are automatically provided. 
(Krashen, 1989, p. 51) 
Nonetheless, Krashen's idea of “/ + 1 ” has been criticized as vague and impractical. 
Take an example of a language classroom in Hong Kong, in which there are 
normally more than thirty students. It will be a great challenge for a teacher to 
provide same comprehensible input of "z + 1” for all students who are actually of 
different “i” as well as “1” because a teacher may have provided the learners with 
input of"/ + 3" or “i-2,,, etc. 
Long (1985, p. 378) proposes another model accounting for the 
relationships between comprehensible input, negotiated interactions and language 
acquisition: 
Step 1: Show that (a) linguistic/ conversational adjustments promote (b) 
comprehension of input. 
Step 2: Show that (b) comprehensible input promotes (c) acquisition. 
Step 3: Deduce that (a) linguistic/ conversational adjustments promote (c) 
acquisition. 
His 'Interaction Hypothesis" suggests that "the role [that interactional modification 
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plays in negotiation for meaning helps to make input comprehensible while still 
containing unknown linguistic elements, and, hence, potential intake for 
acquisition" (Long, 1991, p. 144). He "emphasizes the primacy of conversation 
(interaction) and its role in getting comprehensible input” (Allwright and Bailey, 
1991, p. 122). Gass (1997) further supports the idea that comprehensibility and 
understanding together can promote potential learning, but they alone do not 
guarantee effective learning. She starts from the input-interactive perspective that 
comprehensible input can be integrated into the learner's developing inter linguistic 
system through interaction, or more specifically, negotiation of meaning. 
In another recent study conducted by Mackey (1999), the view that 
"[negotiation] is generally not necessary when input is premodified" (p. 560) is 
questioned and criticized. His explanation is that premodified input, though is 
tailor-made for the learners at a particular level, limits learners' opportunities for 
negotiation and the resulting modifications that take place, and thus does not help 
language learning. 
Summarizing the findings of the studies above (see Table 1 below), it is 
evident that comprehensible or premodified input does not necessarily promise 
language learning, but through interaction or negotiation of meaning, it can be 
made accessible and maximally comprehensible for learners. The significant role 
of classroom interaction concerning comprehensible input and language learning 
reveals that research should no longer only focus on teachers' comprehensible 
input and the strategies to promote comprehensible input. It is more practical and 
beneficial after all to look at how classroom interaction facilitates the intake of 
students from teachers' input. 
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1980，s — 
Krashen Comprehensible input is "a bit beyond" the learner's present 
(1980，1985, "The Input language competence: f+1’ where i is the learner's current 
1989) Hypothesis" competence, and +1 is the additional language presented to 
the learner. 
Interactional modifications play a role in negotiation for 
Long (1985, "The Interaction meaning which help make input comprehensible and hence 
1991) Hypothesis" promote potential intake of unknown linguistic elements for 
acquisition. 
1990's 
Inout-interactive Comprehensible input can be integrated into the learner's 
Gass (1997) p^r^nprfivp developing interlinguistic system through negotiation of 
P meaning. 
Interaction- Interactional modifications and negotiation of meaning 
Mackey (1999) developmental promote second language development in a way that "the 
I Perspective more active the interaction is, the greater the development". 
Table 1. The Conceptual Development of Comprehensible Input (Summary) 
2.3.1.2 Negotiation 
In a teacher-fronted language classroom, classroom interaction usually 
takes place in the form of negotiation for meaning and mutual understanding 
between the teacher and learners. Gass's (1997) "The Role of Interaction" offers 
an extensive discussion on negotiated interaction. She distinguishes between 
"negotiation" and "negotiated communication". 
Negotiation refers to communication in which participants' attention is 
focused on resolving a communication problem as opposed to 
communication in which there is a free-flowing exchange of information. 
Negotiated communication includes, then, both negotiation of form and 
negotiation of meaning, although these two are not always easily separable, 
(ibid., p. 107) 
Classroom interaction is thus believed to aim at "negotiated communication" since 
most second and foreign language teachers, who favour communicative teaching at 
the same time lay stress on correct linguistic forms. This is to "bring certain forms 
to a learner's attention, forms that might otherwise go unnoticed" and the input of 
the teacher is referred as "enhanced input" (ibid., p. 113). 
Gass (1997) notes that only a small number of studies in language 
acquisition "have established a link between actual negotiation and subsequent 
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learning" (p. 126)，in other words, the direct relation between input, interaction and 
acquisition. Yet Sato (1986, 1990, as cited in Gass, 1997) even questions the 
positive role of interaction in language development. In Sato's study of the English 
of two Vietnamese boys, it is shown that their language proficiency has not 
improved either from the modified input or the naturalistic interaction from the 
native speaker. To confirm that Sato's claim is inaccurate, Gass and Varonis (1989, 
as cited in Gass, 1997) propose the immediate and delayed effect of negotiation. 
They vindicate that the learner may need to take some time to undergo the effects 
of an earlier negotiation, that is, “after a considerable stretch of discourse" (Gass, 
1997, p. 127). Another study of Gass and Varonis (1994, as cited in Gass, 1997) 
shows the delayed effect of interaction, in that negotiated interaction as well as 
modified input evidently help learners' comprehension in subsequent learning. 
In fact, some earlier research (as cited in Gass, 1997) such as Ellis, Tanaka 
and Yamazaki (1994), Mackey (1995), Pica (1991), and Tarone and Liu (1995) has 
strongly corroborated the contributive effect of interaction or negotiation on 
language learning and development. Mackey's (1995) research results echo Gass's 
(1997) view on the direct link between interaction and language acquisition, that 
learners' language development is unable to be noted if they are deprived of 
interaction, even if input is pre-modified. Tarone and Liu (1995) have investigated 
the Chinese learners of English in Australia. Supported by the research data, it is 
stated that learners' involvement in interaction may determine their “rate and 
route" of language acquisition and the emergence of new forms because of "the 
differential demands of each interaction" (as cited in Gass, 1997, p. 130-1). 
Studies conducted by Pica (1991) and Ellis et al. (1994) come to the same 
conclusion that either the participant or the observer of an interaction may benefit 
from it. As long as the learner pays attention to the interaction, input then becomes 
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accessible regardless of whether its focus is on the form or the meaning. 
To conclude her discussion on the role of interaction, Gass (1997) restates that 
negotiation facilitates learning. In the view that it is a mean of "drawing attention 
to linguistic form, making it salient and thereby creating a readiness for learning" 
(p. 131), negotiation can be a catalyst for language acquisition and production. 
2.3.1.3 Output 
The "Output Hypothesis" is first developed by Swain (1985) who draws 
attention to “the input-output relationships at the level of language proficiency" (p. 
235). From her perspective, meaning negotiation in an interaction is the first 
requisite step to the acquisition of correct linguistic forms. By virtue of a 
successful negotiation of meaning, a linguistic message becomes comprehensible. 
This opens the door for the learner to focus on form, since the message has been 
understood. Swain (ibid.) regards meaning negotiation as an act through which the 
learner is "pushed toward the delivery of a message... that is conveyed precisely, 
coherently, and appropriately" (p. 249). She compares the concept with Krashen's 
"comprehensible input" and terms it the "comprehensible output hypothesis" (ibid., 
p. 249). 
According to Swain (ibid.), the learners are able to understand a message, 
but they will never get to acquire the grammatical knowledge if they do not 
produce the language - for there is no trigger for the learners to attend to the 
appropriate ways for expressing their intended meaning. "Smith (1978, 1982) has 
argued that one leams to read by reading, and to write by writing. Similarly, it can 
be argued that one leams to speak by speaking." (ibid., p. 248). Pointing out that 
comprehensible output, the role of which is "to provide opportunities for 
contextualized, meaningful use, to test out hypotheses about the target language, 
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and to move the learner from a purely semantic analysis of the language to a 
syntactic analysis of it", Swain (ibid.) indicates that it is unfortunately rare in 
typical classroom settings. 
In her later study, Swain (1993) reveals that the pedagogical implications of 
the "Output Hypothesis" can also be applied in the teacher-fronted second language 
classroom interaction. Feasible activities include those discussions which lead 
students to focus on the target language itself as well as those which enable them to 
reflect and modify their output. That is “to ‘analyze and consolidate second 
language knowledge that they have previously (but not yet fully) acquired' 
(Gumming, 1990, p. 483)" (as cited in Swain, 1993, p. 161). Izumi, Bigelow, 
Fujiwara and Feamow (1999) address Swain's "Output Hypothesis" in that the 
noticing function and its effect on second language acquisition works only when 
heavy cognitive demands is not placed on the learner as they engage in language 
production. 
It has been discussed in detail that not only do comprehensible input, 
negotiation of meaning and comprehensible output play an important part in 
classroom interaction, but also is there a direct link between them. None of them 
can be excluded to give a full picture of what goes on in a language classroom, as 
each of them taken alone is revealed to be insufficient for effective language 
learning. 
There have been deliberate studies done on the medium of instruction 
policy and language use in English language classroom in the past decade. Many 
of these investigations, however, are from the perspectives and needs of the 
researchers or the teachers to their pedagogy. Rare studies have paid attention to 
students' concern about their English learning, especially their difficulties in 
producing speaking output. Evidently, there exists a research gap between what is 
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done and what should be done in Hong Kong. The merit of the present study 
therefore belongs to its role in helping bridge the gap in the Hong Kong research 
literature, in the way that the focus on teachers in classroom research is now shifted 
to the learners themselves. 
2.3.2 Actual Interactional Patterns in Classroom: The Interactive Goals 
A wide range of classroom interactions in language classrooms, though 
ultimately striving for a rich communicative environment for learners, may vary in 
their goals to meet the special needs of different students. The discussion below 
concerns the types of interaction found in language classrooms. Its focus will be 
on the goals of classroom interaction and how they are achieved in real situations. 
To throw light on the developmental process of classroom interaction, Ellis 
(1984) first proposed the “interactive goal" framework to account for the different 
types of interactions occurred in classroom. He distinguishes three major goals 
"that motivate interaction in the language classroom" (ibid., p. 101): core goals, 
framework goals and social goals. 
2.3.2.1 Core Goals 
"Core" is derived from Black and Butzkamm's (1978) idea, "the core of the 
language teaching" (as cited in Ellis, 1984, p. 101). Ellis (ibid.) has identified three 
types of core goals. 
1) ‘‘Medium-oriented,， 
The first type of core goals primarily concerns the "medium-oriented" (ibid., 
p. 103) teaching of the target language. The interaction in this type of teaching 
largely resembles the teacher-centred exchange, in which the teacher "generally 
operates as Speaker and the pupil who operates as either Addressee or Hearer" 
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(ibid.，p. 103), therefore taking the teacher to control and the learners to follow. 
The discourse of medium-oriented classroom interaction is rather rigid and follows 
the Initiation-Response-Follow up (IRF) pattern. Teacher's input is always a 
response to the learner's previous talk instead of pre-planned exchange, leading to 
the main problem that rare genuine negotiation of meaning occurs between the 
teacher and the learners. 
The following is from an example given in Ellis (ibid.). It is taken from an 
adult EFL class in London, with its content focused on noun clauses with the past 
tense: 
1 T. What did I dream? 
2 T, Can you remember? 
3 PI . You turned into a toothbrush. 
4 T. Can I have a full sentence, 
Hugo? 
5 PI . That you turned into a toothbrush 
6 T. OK 
7 You ？ 
8 P2. You turned into a toothbrush. 
9 T. You ？ 
10 P2. You turned into a toothbrush. 
(p. 105) 
The teacher is seen to have spend seven turns on drilling one particular 
sentence given by a learner (PI), which is generally acceptable. S/he did not go on 
to elicit more output from PI about the dream, but practiced the same sentence with 
another learner P2, failing to create a genuine and meaningful communication. 
Instead of having that sentence repeated again and again, she could achieve better 
by asking them more responses demonstrating this grammatical pattern. Otherwise, 
the learners will be deprived of the chances to learn to flexibly integrate the pattern 
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into their expressions. As commented by Riley (1977, as cited in Ellis, 1984, p. 
106), “[by] evaluating, suggesting, correcting, commenting, criticising, managing -
that is by 'teaching' - the teacher falsifies or distorts the discourse", despite the fact 
that this type of interaction is most common in language classroom over the world. 
2) "Message-oriented" 
Opposing to the "medium-oriented" goals are the "message-oriented" goals, 
which the teacher aims to teach the subject content. Allwright (1979/ 1985) 
supports the view that in a message-oriented classroom interaction learners will 
benefit more from meaningful messages rather than linguistic forms. Look at this 
example: 
20 P. You know, in Moscow they 
reproduce all all cab. 
21 T. Uhm? 
22 P. They reproduced all cabs XX 
23 T. They produce? 
24 P. Reproduce 
25 T. D'you mean uh they they use old 
cabs, old taxis? 
26 P. No, no, no. 
27 P. They reproduced ALL cabs. 
28 T. All the cabs? 
29 P. Yeah. 
30 All the cabs for electric 
(electric you know) electric 
points. 
31 T. Cab. 
32 Oh you mean they made the cabs in 
down in downtown areas uh uh use 
uh electric motors? 
33 R Yeah. 
34 No downtown. 
35 All cabs in Moscow. 
(Ellis, 1984, p. 110) 
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The T-L interaction in the example is obviously more communicative since 
the teacher allowed the learner to freely express his/ her ideas. Despite the errors 
made by the learner, the teacher did not bother to correct him/her immediately. At 
one instance, the learner mixed up the word “ produce" and "reproduce". The 
teacher hinted to the learner by asking for clarifications rather than directly 
pointing out the mistake, which then sustained the interaction. 
Nevertheless, it has been claimed that the T-L interaction in a message-
oriented classroom is characterized mainly by the teacher's dominant use of 
"closed" questions. Having the teacher as an "Initiator" and the learner a 
"Responder", as observed by Ellis (1984), this may lead to inadequate 
modifications of the teacher to ensure learners' understanding, this type of 
interaction therefore will most suit the classroom with intermediate and advanced 
learners. The contributive value for classroom second language development (SLD) 
is revealed in the view that "medium-oriented" interaction is likely to benefit post-
beginners and adults more because when learners' attention is directed to the 
content, they are open to negotiate meaning and hence develop their 
communicative competence (Ellis, 1984). 
3) “Activity-oriented，’ 
Whereas medium- and message-oriented classroom interactions are basically 
teacher-centered, activity-oriented interactions are more leamer-based, “[offering: 
the pupil the opportunity to act as the Initiator to a much greater extent" (Ellis, 
1984, p. 112). The following example is taken from an excerpt of a class of Asian 
children with a native English-speaker teacher cited in Ellis (ibid.)： 
1 P. Can we do cookin? 
2 P. Can we do cookin? 
3 T. Oh, we're going to do some eating. 
4 P. I can do. 
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5 T. All right. 
6 P. X X X 
7 P. I only had one go. 
8 T. Oh, you're moaning. 
9 Your turn. 
10 Belinda, put the bowls on the table. 
{Teacher offers pupil the bowls.) 
11 P. Can I? 
12 P. Can I? 
(p.112) 
According to Ellis (ibid.), this type of interaction aims at the 
accomplishment of activities but not learners' language production. Three major 
features are recognized by Ellis (ibid.): 
1) it is initiated by a pupil rather than by the teacher 
2) it involves a speech act of a very different kind 
3) the pupils' utterances are volunteered rather than elicited (p. 113) 
Given that language becomes the tool and not the product itself, the activity-
oriented interaction is somewhat pointing toward a fluency-based approach. 
Gumperz and Herasimchuk (1972, as cited as Ellis, 1984) in their study 
compare pupil-pupil (P-P) and teacher-pupil (T-P) interactive styles, and conclude 
that 
[the] ‘cooperative’ style of P-P interactions may be better suited to SLD 
than the 'hierarchical' style of teacher-dominated interactions in so far as it 
gives the learners the opportunity to perform different interactive roles and 
a range of speech acts", (p. 115) 
For learners needing to extend their communicative competence to perform a 
variety of speech acts, this leads to an expansion in their interlanguage system. 
Ellis (1984) remarks that the activity-oriented interactions in "SLD will be 
facilitated when the learner has the opportunity to perform a variety of speech acts" 
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(p. 119). 
2.3.2.2 Framework Goals 
The idea of "framework" also comes from Black and Butzkamm's (1978, as 
cited in Ellis, 1984，p. 101; italic added) claim that "organization of classroom 
activity is used as a framework to achieve performance by the pupils in formal 
language exercise". 
1 T. Where have you got up to? 
2 Where did you finish? 
3 Have you done this? {The teacher points at an exercise in the 
Textbook. The pupil shakes his head.) 
4 You haven't? 
5 Good. 
6 T. J..., no paper for you. 
7 Do it in your book. 
8 T. Have you finished this? {The pupil nods) 
9 Have you started this? {The pupil shakes his head.) 
10 You haven't? 
11 Good. 
(Ellis, 1984, p. 121) 
Ellis (ibid.) notices that though "organizational language" is considered as a 
framework for pedagogical intent, the target language can be taken as "natural", as 
opposed to the "artificial" language that is predominantly brought to the classroom 
for teaching purposes (p. 120). This means the classroom per se provides sufficient 
communicative resources for meaning negotiation such as for routine classroom 
business and discipline management. 
In Ellis's (1984) discussion, the classroom framework language is 
illustrated both from the teacher's and the learner's perspectives. It is shown that 
the interactions with framework goals are far from the IRF pattern and everyday 
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conversations between the teacher and learners are possible in language classroom, 
which the discourse is significant for SLD. 
2.3.2.3 Social Goals 
Seeing that the language classroom is a place where we both leam and socialize, 
the third type of interactive goals is the social goals. Ellis (ibid.) finds that learners 
in a language classroom are unwilling to engage in social activities because they 
never expect the classroom discourse to be social but only pedagogical. Therefore, 
he suggests that because the target language is the lingua franca in classroom, the 
teacher can take the advantage to make use of the target language for social kinds 
of interaction. The teacher in the example below, which is taken from an ESL 
classroom in Hong Kong, gets the learner to engage in a social interaction by 
directing the learner's attention to the social aspect of a classroom (i.e. to ask for 
sharing a book; turns 6-7) from the pedagogical aspect (i.e. merely report to the 
teacher about his forgetfulness; turn 2): 
1 T. Yes Tom. 
2 P. I forget to bring my Target English. 
3 Z Oh Tom. Were you absent 
yesterday? Tom, were you 
Absent yesterday? 
4 P. No. 
5 T. No. You're forgetful are you? 
Okay, Tom, you're in 1 A. So, 
Sharon, please help me to write 
down his name. Okay then. You 
have to share. Can you ask Sam 
whether he is willing to share with you? 
{Student turns to the classmate next to him) 
6 T. May 1... 
7 P. May I share the book? 
{Student next to him nods) 
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(Researcher's data) 
Unfortunately, it is observed that social talk is not common in classroom SLD. 
Ellis (ibid.) thus pinpoints that classroom SLD can be successful only if “the 
learner is afforded the interactional opportunities to modify and extend [their 
interlanguage system by 'pouring back and forth，，'spreading apart' and gathering 
together' ”（p. 127). 
It is disclosed that the failure for most classroom SLD to promote 
spontaneous communication of learners in the target language is due to the non-
facilitative learning environment. To sum up his discussion on the interactive goal 
in classroom interaction, Ellis (ibid.) proposes eight aspects of classroom discourse 
which require teachers' attention: 
a) Quality of "intake" 
b) A need to communicate 
c) Independent control of the prepositional content 
d) Adherence to the "here-and-now" principle 
e) The performance of a range of speech acts 
f) An input rich in directives 
g) An input rich in "extending" utterances 
h) Uninhibited "practice" (p. 128) 
He supplements that learners will leam best when they are given "ample 
opportunities to interact in conversations characterized by the eight conditions" (p. 
131). As one last claim, Ellis (ibid., p. 132) acknowledges that the most facilitative 
types of classroom discourse are those which have activity-oriented, framework 
and social goals, and those having medium- or message-centered goals are least 
effective for language learning. 
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2.3.3 Desired Classroom Interactional Patterns 
Apart from the actual interaction patterns found in language classroom, our 
attention is now turned to the desired interaction discourses, which are proposed for 
better or ideal classroom interaction. Two recent proposals, Cook (2000) and Gil 
(2002), which have touched upon the dilemma of form-function dichotomy in 
language teaching will be examined. 
2.3.3.1 The Two Complementary Modes 
Gil (2002) presents his new perspective on foreign language talk as "a 
special type of interaction" (p. 273). In his study, Gil (ibid.) proposes that the focus 
of language classroom interaction needs not to be placed solely on form nor 
meaning - but both. He clarifies that the form-focused and the meaning-focused 
interactions should not be considered as incompatible; on the contrary, they 
complement each other and work best in language classroom. His claim is based 
on two assumptions. First, since a language classroom discourse is to teach and 
leam, it makes "the mingling of pedagogic and natural modes of discourse" 
available. Second, for the target language is "both the object and the medium" of 
classroom interaction, the discourse is a complicated type having “a metalinguistic 
nature" (ibid., p. 278). 
Following the form-function dichotomy in which the former resembles 
pedagogical talk more and the latter natural talk, Gil (ibid.) devises and 
differentiates between two modes of classroom interaction: the "pedagogical" and 
the "natural" modes. The two modes, according to Gil (ibid.), are to tell what a 
foreign language discourse is instead of what it should be like. He refers to the 
interaction in the "pedagogical" mode as “talk with a pedagogical goal" like "the 
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focus-on-form talk"; and the "natural" mode is taken as "talk without a pedagogic 
goal" like the "focus-on-meaning talk" (p. 275). Again, reminding that the two 
modes are complementary in classroom discourse and are not two discrete parts, 
Gil (ibid.) then elaborates this complementary relationship between the two modes, 
suggesting their nature of “mingling and overlapping" (ibid., p. 275). 
Seeing that a language classroom discourse allows both pedagogical and 
natural modes to operate, it is said that teacher or learners can initiate a shift of 
discourse from the pedagogical to the natural mode. This is because "classroom 
discourse is a collectively built enterprise where meanings of different types are 
constructed moment by moment，，(ibid., p. 277). In other words, a discourse which 
its focus is originally on "teaching" the target language can be shifted to one 
emphasizing the "use" of the language. There are various ways to achieve the shift; 
as indicated by Gil (ibid.), the teacher can employ communication strategies such 
as questions, confirmation checks and clarification requests. Nonetheless, Gil 
points out that an ideal classroom is one that can establish an equal social 
relationship between the teacher and learners. Learners should be guaranteed to 
have sufficient opportunities to talk and exchange, and having acquired the target 
language skills through social interaction as a result. 
In Gil's (ibid.) view, a language classroom discourse, which can be operated 
in both the pedagogical and the natural modes and flexibly shifts from the former 
to the latter, is most beneficial to language learners — by reason that they are 
encouraged to use the target language as much as possible. He concludes by 
proposing that having the teacher to realize the "hybrid nature of the foreign 
language classroom discourse", they are provided with "more informed choices" in 
their actual teaching practice — focusing on both form and meaning as well as 
pedagogical and natural interactions. 
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2.3.3.2 The Triangular Elements: Play, Work and Learning 
Along with Gil's (2002) idea of "form-meaning mixture", Cook (2000) also 
shows a similar concept in an earlier work. He points to the "damaging 
dichotomy" between structure (form) and communication (meaning/ function), 
warning about the danger of focusing on either one in language classroom 
discourse. Instead of simply putting both structural and communicative syllabuses 
together, Cook (2000) also directs attention to the "ludic function" in language 
teaching, for it is needed “to redress the weaknesses in the extreme formalist and 
the extreme functionalist positions, for when it is dominant, neither form nor 
function exists in a privileged position" (p. 193). Like Gil's (2002) "mingling and 
overlapping" nature of classroom discourse concerning both form and meaning, 
Cook's (2000) claims that in "language play" form and function are placed "in 
dynamic and creative interaction". 
Cook's proposal of "ludic function" of language is illustrated in his 
"language play，，model. In this model, three elements, "learning", “play，，and 
“work，，，are placed in a triad and are interrelated. "Learning", according to Cook 
(2000), neither necessarily belongs to either "play" or "work", nor does it alternate 
between the two; rather, it extends over them. As explained by Cook (ibid.), 
language] learning does not need, then, to become play, any more than the 
classroom has to become the playground; but neither does it need to be 
exactly like work or "real world", in the core sense of these terms. What I 
am seeking to develop is the notion of a play element in language 
learning... (p. 150) 
Nevertheless, Cook places more emphasis on the element of "play" in his 
discussion. He explicates that his point is not replacing learning with play, but that 
there are many similarities between "play" (or games) and learning in traditional 
classroom setting: 
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1. Both typically take place within a separate bounded area (the 
classroom/ board/ pitch) and time (the lesson/ game) especially set 
aside for the purpose. 
2. Both are conceived as being apart from ordinary life, somehow outside 
of the real world, and for this reason behaviour can be practised in 
games and lessons without fear of serious consequences of error. 
3. Both set up temporary relationships between participants (students/ 
players). 
4. In both situations novices submit to direction by an expert (teacher/ 
coach), and this expert - or another - acts as a judge of performance 
and an arbiter in disputes (examiner/ umpire). 
(Cook, 2000, p. 184; number added) 
Shortly, games resemble learning in classroom setting in the way that they are both 
rule-governed, as well as they have the rights to set up and attain their needs and 
goals. 
Cook (2000) discusses the advantages over the communicative classroom 
discourse involving the play element. His standpoint is that “[a] play element 
would broaden the range of permitted interactional patterns within the classroom" 
(p. 199). The play element works not only in pairs of learners or in groups, but it 
also works with individual learner alone — entering into the interaction between the 
teacher and learner. Cook reacts against the view that communicative classroom is 
limited to just leamer-leamer interactions, that "in the classroom which uses only 
egalitarian interaction in pairs and small groups, and teachers attempt to abdicate 
their privileged interactive status, students may miss out on precisely those forms 
and uses which are emphasized in the traditional classroom" (ibid., p. 200). 
In a prospect for language teaching, Cook (ibid.) recommends that language 
play should be taken into account as a potential means and an end of language 
learning. The desired classroom interaction discourse is exhibited in the learners' 
ability to perform "creative and socially effective" (p. 204) language play, and 
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thereafter "making this ability a necessary part of advanced proficiency" (p. 150). 
The section above on actual and ideal classroom interaction discourses may 
help find the pedagogical implication(s) addressed in the research question that: 
What can teachers do to encourage more active participation by students? The 
value of the present study may therefore be in its contribution to look at the 
question from students' perspectives, that the "ideal" classroom interaction 
discourses are not only constructed by the teachers - the students must have their 
say. The next section will discuss the different aspects of T-L interaction which 
concern the role and talk of teacher and learners in communicative language 
classroom. 
2.3.4 Aspects of Teacher-Learner (T-L) Interaction 
The following section will be of concern to T-L interaction in the language 
classroom. Beginning from the roles of teacher and learner, the discussion will 
then move on to the features in teacher talk as well as learner talk, and finally 
directing attention to the turn-taking behaviour in T-L interaction. 
2.3.4.1 Teacher Roles 
The "roles" in a language classroom may stand for the parts that teacher and 
learner are expected to play in carrying out learning activities as well as social and 
interpersonal interactions between them. Having different purposes, 
responsibilities and rights, the teacher and the learner play a different role in a 
classroom. 
The traditional view of a (language) teacher is always an authoritative 
figure controlling and instructing learners in classroom. This is particularly the 
case in Chinese classroom. 
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In Chinese societies under the influence of the Confucian culture, teacher 
authority and the suppression of individuality have deep-seated cultural 
roots. As a result, teacher-centred pedagogy and student compliance are 
still prevalent in many modem Chinese societies despite the fact that some 
of them have a long history of Western influence. (Ho, 2001, p. 99) 
After all, the long-established image of the teacher as supreme and far-reaching is 
reconstructed in communicative language classroom, also having their roles 
redefined. Breen and Candlin (1980, as cited in Richards & Rodgers, 1986/ 1992, 
p. 77) have classified four teacher roles in CLT: 
a) a classroom communication facilitator 
b) a resource organizer and provider 
c) an activity guide 
d) a researcher-learner 
Richards and Rodgers (1986/ 1992) add three more roles: needs catalyst, 
counselor and group process manager. As a needs catalyst, they argue that CLT 
teachers are responsible for learners' language needs. Through formal or informal 
assessments, teachers are then able to plan for classroom organization and 
instruction (both group and individual) to meet learners' needs. To play as a 
counselor, CLT teachers are "to exemplify an effective communicator seeking to 
maximize the meshing of speaker intention and hearer interpretation, through the 
use of paraphrase, confirmation, and feedback". Last but not least, CLT teachers 
are group process managers help to promote communicative practice, "pointing out 
alternatives and extensions and assisting groups in self-correction discussion" 
(Richards & Rodgers，1986/ 1992, p. 78). 
In Lee's (2000) study on CLT in Hong Kong, the teacher subjects, favoring 
CLT but holding onto the traditional structural approach, are revealed to identify 
themselves as just an initiator and a facilitator. However, Lee observed that they 
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had acted like “authority, instructor and knowledge-giver in practice" (p. 46) and a 
corrector with students of poor target language proficiency (p. 74). As Lee (ibid.) 
states to make CLT easier to implement, "the first role of a CLT teacher is to be the 
friend of the students... [and] build up a good relationship with her student" (p. 83-
84). 
2.3.4.2 Learner Roles 
The traditional view of a classroom learner is as a passive recipient. Nunan 
(1989, p. 80) recognizes four learner roles in language classroom: 
a) the passive recipient of outside stimuli 
b) an interactor and negotiator capable of giving as well as taking 
c) a listener and performer who has little control over the content of 
learning 
d) the social and interpersonal roles of the learner 
In a CLT classroom, however, learners are supposed to actively participate, taking 
every chance to use the target language and negotiate for meaning. To promote 
their communicative competence development, language learners better play the 
role as an "interactor", “negotiator”，as well as demonstrate their "social" and 
"interpersonal" roles. 
Since different pedagogic tasks in CLT may engage learners in using 
different communicative strategies, the variety of strategies may require learners to 
adopt different types of roles such as creative, adaptive, active and negotiative. 
Referring to "negotiative", Breen and Candlin (1980, as cited in Richards & 
Rodgers, 1986/ 1992) further discuss learners' role of "joint negotiator" in CLT. 
They encourage learners to work together within the group and within the whole 
classroom, for how much they gain is how much they contribute. Richards and 
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Rodgers (1986/ 1992) also clarify that unsuccessful communication is "a joint 
responsibility and not the fault of speaker or listener" (p. 77). 
Lee's (2002) study discovers that Hong Kong students are perceived to 
prefer the role as a passive learner, since “[many] of them kept their mouth shut in 
the] lessons]" (p. 83). He goes on to explain that the students in Hong Kong 
depend very much on the teacher, getting accustomed to "teachers' spoon feeding 
in their language lesons，，. Lee (ibid.) believes that "learner-centred education 
needs quite a long time to be established in their minds" (p. 55). 
Despite the fact that the teacher and learners in a CLT classroom play an 
individual role, they should not regard their roles as separate and hierarchical. 
Contrarily, their roles are complementary and work at the best when both the 
teacher and learners support each other. As Skehan (1986) mentions, “[learners in 
CLT classroom] need to know how to be effective learners, since they are being 
given considerable autonomy and power, while teachers need to be able to accept a 
very different position with respect to their authority" (p. 262). 
The above discussion reviewed the types of classroom interaction and the 
roles of teacher and learner. What most interests certain classroom researchers is 
the language used by both types of participants. The subsequent part will 
concentrate on features in the teacher and learner talk in classroom interaction. 
2.3.4.3 Teacher Talk 
Tsui (1995) in her comprehensive discussion on teacher talk mainly, 
focusing in Hong Kong English classroom, touches upon three aspects: 1) teachers' 
questions, 2) explanations and 3) error feedback and treatment. Each aspect will be 
elaborated below in specific detail. 
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Questions 
That the part of teacher asking questions is an important aspect in language 
classroom is shown by Tsui (1995) in her argument: 
[questions] are usually used to check students' comprehension, to see if 
they have acquired the knowledge imparted, to focus their attention and 
involve them in the lesson, to move the lesson forward and, for some 
teachers, to exercise disciplinary control. In language lessons, questions 
have the additional function of getting students to practise a certain 
linguistic item and/ or to use the target language to communicate, (p. 23) 
She summarizes two categories of questions that are crucial in language classrooms: 
1) open and closed questions and 2) display and referential questions. 
1) Open and closed questions 
According to Barnes (1969, as cited in Tsui, 1995), “closed questions" are 
those with only one acceptable answer while "open questions" are those involving 
more than one possible answer. This is due to the belief that closed questions are 
more like "factual questions" and open questions are "reasoning questions" (p. 24). 
In connection with language learners' output, the latter type of question is regarded 
as more effective in eliciting learners' production. However, it is noteworthy that 
the distinction is not rigid and there are always exceptions. An open question can 
also be a factual question, say, when the teacher has their own expected answer, but 
still wanting to check if the learner knows it or not: 
(The teacher is discussing a newspaper article about organ transplant with 
the students.) 
T: A heart transplant. Why there was there wasn't a heart transplant? 
Fanny? Why there wasn't a heart transplant? 
F: Because there was no one willing to give a heart to her. 
T: Can you hear? Say it louder. 
F: Because no on e is willing to give a heart to her... 
T: [Despite] the fact that she had an enormously large heart. The 
main cause of her death was perhaps she couldn't wait any longer. 
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All right? 
(Tsui, 1995, p. 24) 
Tsui's (1995) comments that although the teacher begins with a open 
question by using "what", “from the fact that the teacher finishes the sentence for 
the student, we can see that she expects the student to recall a piece of information 
from the newspaper article.. .it is a 'factual question'，，(p. 24). It is revealed in her 
study that the language teachers tend to ask questions in a way that it will lead the 
learners to provide the expected and appropriate answer. For example, 
T: Was he happy? Was he sad? Was he surprised? What did he feel? 
Pauline. 
S: So happy. 
T: So happy that he — Venessa. 
S: Jumped up. (ibid., p. 26) 
The above example shows that instead of facilitating learners' generative language 
output, the teacher introduces an information-filling question to get the only one 
acceptable answer. Tsui (ibid.) informs that language teachers better avoid this 
restrictive kind of questions which may inhibit learners' creative use of the target 
language, and hence hindering their language development. 
2) Display and referential questions 
Tsui (1995) remarks that whereas open and closed questions tell the types 
of learners' response and production generated by the questions, display and 
referential questions provide insights for the nature of the interaction generated (p. 
26). 
In Long and Sato's (1983) analysis, display questions are referred as those 
that "oblige students to display knowledge" (p. 268) and referential questions are 
those that asking for "contextual information about situations, events, actions, 
purposes, relationships, or properties" (p. 274). Alternatively speaking, learners' 
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responses to display questions provide cues for the teachers to check their 
knowledge and are thus termed by Tsui (1995) as "knowledge-checking questions". 
The teacher may not have a definite answer for referential questions and therefore 
allow a wide range of acceptable answers from learners' responses. This type of 
questions is less evaluative and consequently encourages more information given 
by learners. 
However, it is shown in the Long and Sato's (1983) study that ESL teachers 
"ask significantly more display than referential questions during [classroom] 
instruction" (p. 283). Since teachers usually have their pre-determined answers 
when they are to ask display questions, learners will be discouraged to voice out 
their own opinion. This is because they foresee the teacher's negative evaluation 
once their answer mismatches the teacher's expectation. As a result, to create a 
communicative environment, teachers ought to ask more referential questions 
which can "generate interactions typical of social communication" (Tsui, 1995, p. 
28). 
Explanation 
In addition to questions, explanation also takes up a large part of teacher 
talk. This is due to the teacher's role to pass on knowledge to learners. Tsui (1995) 
finds that very little research has been done on teacher explanation. However, she 
notices that teacher explanation in a classroom generally can be discerned into 
"procedural" and “content，，explanation. 
Tsui (ibid.) defines that "procedural" explanation is related to explanation 
that helps organize the lesson and instruct an activity or homework. It is concerned 
with more the social aspect of interaction in a classroom. "Content" explanation, 
on the contrary, is more concerned with pedagogic purposes. It refers to the subject 
content of the lesson, say, “the explanation of vocabulary, texts, grammar rules..." 
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in a language classroom (Tsui, 1995, p. 31). Tsui (ibid.) observes that vocabulary 
and grammar explanation are most frequently used in language classrooms. 
Nevertheless, what follows will not focus on "effective explanation" instead of any 
of the two kinds above. This is because no matter what kind of explanation there is, 
it needs to be effective in order to make teachers' knowledge accessible to the 
learners. 
It has been noted that teacher explanation should aim at learners' 
understanding (Brown and Armstrong, 1984; Martin, 1970; as cited in Tsui, 1995). 
Correspondingly, to determine whether an explanation is effective or not, "one 
needs to take into consideration the explainer, the problem to be explained and the 
person(s) to whom the problem is explained" (Tsui, 1995, p. 31). 
Brown and Armstrong (1984, as cited in Tsui, 1995) have devised four 
important aspects of effective explanation. Above all, effective explanation 
requires students' active involvement, "relating new information to old 
information" as well as "making unknown to know". Definitely, the teacher at the 
same time needs to be the master of the nature of the problem, being capable of 
distinguishing and highlighting the key features. Likewise, the teacher should also 
be able to predict learners' existing knowledge, avoiding any over-explanation or 
under-explanation. Last but not least, a well-organized explanation will help 
learners follow the sequence of thoughts, (p. 32). One implication drawn from the 
above is that effective teacher explanation is shown to have engaged learners in 
cognitive thinking and mental processing. At its best, it elicits learners' negotiation 
for meaning concerning what the teacher has just explained, in which the teacher 
can further relate more linked statements and enhance learners' understanding, and 
thus featuring a communicative language classroom. 
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2.3.4.4 Student Talk 
Early from the beginning of the discussion of literature review, the 
significance of learners' involvement in language classroom has been emphasized. 
Tsui (1995) observes that "students' [verbal] participation in classroom interaction" 
(p. 81) is an important form of involvement. While teacher talk in a (language) 
classroom is taken for granted, student talk is not inevitably presumed — some 
students may expect themselves as the passive recipients but not the active 
speakers. Silence among learners or in a language classroom has long been of 
concern to many foreign or second language teachers. Studies have shown that 
some language teachers failed to elicit learners' response even though they had 
repeated the questions seven (Tsui, 1992) or even nine times (White and Lightbown, 
1984). Tsui (1995) points out that despite the fact that talking cannot be equated 
with learning, language learners do talk to leam. “This is because, when students 
respond to the teacher's or their fellow students' questions, raise queries and give 
comments, they are actively involved in the negotiation of comprehensible input, 
which is essential to language acquisition." (p. 81) 
Forced Participation 
It has been discussed before that learners' verbal production aids their 
language development, but it is not in a "all-or-nothing" principle. Studies have 
shown that language learners may not necessarily wish to speak to leam but in their 
"quiet" or “silent，，learning (Allwright and Bailey, 1991; Schumann and Schumann, 
1977; Tsui, 1985). It is noteworthy that learners should be "encouraged" to 
participate rather than being “forced，，，in spite of the communicative goal to elicit 
learners' verbal participation in second or foreign language acquisition. Owing to 
the discrepancy between the teacher's expectation of learners to have verbal 
participation in actual practice and the learner's wish to leam in silence, it is 
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common to find that a mismatch of teaching and learning strategies is resulted in 
many language classrooms. 
Therefore, it is essential for teachers to realize that "interaction" involves 
learners' “active, motivated or self-willed" verbal participation, but not "forced" 
participation in a communicative language classroom. This is because it takes time 
particularly for second or foreign language learners to get access to and process 
teacher's input. Forced participation will possibly be at a stage when they are 
ready to have extracted the meaning from input. "One feature of Krashen's 
philosophy is that learners should not be forced to speak in the target language — 
that they will speak when they are ready and that learners, rather than teachers, 
should make the decision" (Allwright and Bailey, 1991). It has been suggested that 
a silent period should be allowed for the learners in a language classroom. The 
rationale for this will be looked at very soon. To sum up, “it is a dangerous 
oversimplification to suggest that verbal interaction in the classroom is just a case 
of 'the more the merrier' “ (Allwright and Bailey, 1991, p. 145). 
The Silent Period 
It has been mentioned that the reasons for giving language learners 
sufficient amount of time are to get them ready for being called upon by the teacher 
and to overcome their anxiety to speak up. However, how much amount of time is 
qualified as "sufficient" is varied and not clear-cut for different language learners. 
The language teacher may find it challenging and difficult to determine the length 
of this "silent period", especially in a large class with learners of different levels of 
proficiency. 
In Tsui's (1996) study on a group of ESL practising teachers in Hong Kong, 
it is reported that many of them are intolerant of silence in the classroom. Very 
likely they just allocate the turn to another learner with little wait time, when there 
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is no answer raised in the class. In fact, this will oppositely place great pressure on 
the learner, not only disturbing their mental processing for the answer, but also 
discouraging their use of the target language but lengthened silence. Look at this 
example, 
The teacher is discussing the effects of being addicted to drugs/ 
T: ... Don't just look at the books. Just think from your general 
knowledge. Can you think? 
Timmy, can you hurry up? What are you doing? 
Okay, Ryan? Hurry up. Think. Can you all write down? What are the 
effects? Write down. What did you say just now? [Looking at one 
of the students.] Die. What else? Pardon? Louder please. 
Priscilla, can you say it louder? Louder, louder. 
S: Skinny. [Then silence for a while.] 
(Tsui, 1996, p. 152) 
It is seen that the learner who has answered the teacher finally is just the last one to 
be called upon, and obviously she has been undergone longer wait time. 
Nevertheless, her output is only a one-word utterance, implying that the "forced 
participation" has greatly limited their productive use of the target language. In 
spite of the usefulness of silent period, Tsui (1996) reminds that prolonged wait 
time may also add to the anxiety. 
In fact, insensitive lengthening of wait time can exacerbate the anxiety 
rather than alleviate it. One teacher reports that she might have discouraged 
a student from participating in class by giving her excessively long wait 
time and pushing her to produce an answer, (p. 160) 
That is to say the teacher needs to get a balanced time control of when the learner's 
silent period is and when they are expected to speak. Coming back to the typical 
language classroom setting, the balance seems impossible because of the large 
class size with learners of different competence and “wait time". 
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2.3.4.5 Turns of Talk 
The discussion on T-L interaction so far has concentrated on the individual 
roles of the teacher and learner and their nature of talk. In order to understand 
more about how T-L interaction happens, it is a must to investigate how the “turns” 
of talk between the teacher and learners take place in a classroom discourse. 
Teacher,s Turn-allocation Behaviour 
It is anticipated that language teachers will be in control of turn-allocation 
since they are the authority in the classroom. By deciding and allocating speaking 
turns for learners, they affect learners' turn-taking behaviour. Tsui (1995) 
identifies two ways of teachers' turn-allocation behaviour. She finds that the 
teacher allocates speaking turns by "either specifying [a particular learner] to take 
the turn or by throwing it open to the whole class" (p. 73). To specify a learner, 
the teacher can nominate by eye gaze and pointing. For example, "What kind of 
people use this thing? People who hurt themselves. What do we call that? 
Elaine?，，(ibid., p. 74). Or else, the teacher can simply ask the question and look 
around the classroom. 
Allwright and Bailey (1991) refer to the former turn-allocating behaviour as 
“personal solicit" and the latter one "general solicit” (p. 124). Generally, teachers 
will begin with a general solicit, and then a personal solicit if they have failed to 
get any learner to take the turn. This is illustrated by the following example taken 
from an ESL secondary classroom in Hong Kong. 
T: Put up your hand if you know the answer, please. Look at the second 
record. The second record. Where did the photo on page four take? 
Where did it take? Where? Angela. 





T: Singapore. Yes, correct. Her answer is correct. Okay. Angela, 
where did you find the answer? Line... 
A: Line 13. 
(Researcher's data) 
Tsui (ibid.) comments that a general solicit succeeds in getting attention of the 
whole class, but a personal solicit attend to an individual speaker. Besides the 
knowledge-checking function of the two solicits, she indicates that they can also be 
used for classroom management. 
To create a language-learning environment, in which all learners may 
participate, it is advised that the teacher should allocate speaking turns evenly 
among the learners. This is because a language teacher easily tends to allocate 
turns to more active, enthusiastic or smarter students, “in order to make themselves 
feel good about their own teaching and to reassure themselves that learning is 
taking place" (Tsui, 1995, p. 76). Although the teachers may allocate turns to the 
learners knowing the answer, in order to avoid temporary silence, they may cause 
the weaker and shy learners to be more reluctant to participate in the long run. Tsui 
(ibid.) suggests that it may be good to ask brighter students at first, as it is possible 
for them to provide creative answers to start an interesting discussion; however, the 
teacher should be conscious of their uneven turn-allocation behaviour during the 
whole lesson. 
Learners’ Turn-taking Behaviour 
Tsui (1995) looks into the relationship between learners' tum-taking 
behaviour and their language learning. She identifies two types of learner's 
speaking turns: "solicited" and "unsolicited" turns. 
An example of the former is turn taken when a teacher seeks an answer to a 
question; students may answer the question when they are specifically 
nominated to do so or they may take the initiative to answer it (this is often 
referred to as a 'self-selected' turn). An unsolicited (or ‘initiating，）turn is 
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one in which a student initiates a contribution. Initiating turns are always 
'self-selected', (ibid., p.77) 
Selinger (1977, as cited in Tsui) discovers in his study on ESL learners' classroom 
participation that there is a strong link between active participation in class and 
progress in learning. This is because “by actively participating in conversations, 
causing] other people to provide them with language input" and "those who 
participate minimally [deprive] themselves of the opportunity to get input from 
other people" (p. 78). 
Among all tum-taking behaviour of language learners, it is important to 
acknowledge that learners do take "private turns". Allwright (1980, as cited in Tsui, 
1995) noticed in his pilot study that one learner who was negatively evaluated by 
the language teacher as passive, "in fact took many quiet, private turns, which were 
unnoticed" and the person "practiced the target language through talk directed at 
himself and not shared with the teacher or other learners" (p. 77). Viewing that the 
taking private turns will limit learners of practicing the target language through 
interaction, Tsui (1995) cautions that language teachers should be sensitive to 
learners' tum-taking behaviour in a classroom. “[It] is very important for teachers 
to look out for students taking private turns and, if it is agreeable to the student, to 
get him or her to make them turn public." (ibid., p. 77) 
Generally speaking, it has been agreed that the language teacher has the 
rights to allocate speaking turns in the classroom. This is not because of their 
authority, but their assistance in sustaining the classroom interaction. As raised by 
Edwards and Furlong (1978), 
"once] the teacher stops lecturing, how are turns taken? How is the rule of 
one speaker at a time maintained? How a question is asked, who is to "do 
the answer"? These problems are normally solved by the teacher's 
decisions. Turns are allocated, they are not seized, and pupils have to leam 
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to bid appropriately for the right to speak, (p. 16) 
Section 2.3.4 of the literature review part has presented a general picture of 
T-L interaction，together with detailed inquiries on the teacher and learner in 
language classroom. This shall be able to give answers sought in three research 
questions concerning the English language classroom in Hong Kong: Firstly, what 
are the reasons for students' non-verbal participation (e.g. silence and private 
turns) during T-L interaction? (e.g. How long will the silent period be in Hong 
Kong secondary school English classroom? Does forced participation happen so 
frequent? And how does it affect students' learning?) And what are the reasons 
then for the students to participate in the same English language classroom on 
other occasions? (e.g. When will they be self-willed to take the speaking turn 
rather than being allocated the turn?) Starting from students' perspectives, the 
study adds to its significance in that it help to readjust the role as well as 
responsibility of ELT teachers in classroom interaction, which is also one of the 
key research questions. 
2.4 CLASSROOM INTERACTION AND SECOND LANGUAGE 
LEARNERS 
The previous section has already illustrated the relationship between 
classroom interaction and language learning from different angles. Section 4 will 
further explore how classroom interaction second language acquisition, with its 
attention directed to the language learners. Two main focuses of the following 
discussion will be on learner anxiety and learner autonomy in SL learning. 
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2.4.1 Learner Autonomy 
Little (1991) studies the teaching implications of learner autonomy in 
second language acquisition. The ultimate goal of second language learning is to 
achieve communicative efficiency in the target language; according to Little (ibid.), 
this depends on “a substantial degree of autonomy as language learners". Of 
importance, SL learners in the formal educational setting may have “no prior 
interest in learning a foreign language" (p. 27). In Little's (ibid.) view, learner 
autonomy plays a crucial role in enabling SL learners to achieve an advanced 
proficiency that is more than just enough to accomplish the classroom learning 
tasks. “They can perform an externally imposed task with fair measure of 
competence, but one senses that they would have a considerable difficulty in going 
beyond the task to flexible use of the language that it contains.” (ibid., p. 30) He 
correlates the learners' attempt to negotiate for meaning and hence its help in 
developing learner autonomy - engaging learners' personal constructs. 
Based on Kelly's (1963, as cited in Little, 1991) personal construct 
psychology, Little (ibid.) puts forward the claim that since all learning tasks 
involve learners' assimilation of new knowledge to their existing system of 
"constructs", "the meanings that we attach to events and phenomena" (p. 17), 
ongoing negotiated interaction in classroom thus contributes to engage learners' 
personal constructs which "has the effect of interesting them in the language 
learning task" (p. 33). 
Ushioda (1996) identifies the role of "intrinsic motivation" in autonomous 
language learning that "[the] intrinsic desire for competence, mastery and personal 
satisfaction can motivate our interactions with the environment in general... In 
such interactions, the skills and knowledge are acquired in context" (p. 41). She 
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goes on explaining that learners' intrinsic motivation can be developed even in 
collaborative language learning, that is the classroom learning. This is because 
motivational elements are usually derived from the social context that young 
people tend to "indulge their passions and interests... with friends", thereby "there 
will be plenty of common ground among the motivational agendas of students in a 
class...,’ (p. 45). Even so, as pointed out by Little (1991), SL learners in a formal 
educational setting may have no intrinsic interest in learning the target language. 
It appears that the first step to learners' autonomous language learning is to 
develop their intrinsic motivation. Coming back to the issue of "forced 
participation，，in an earlier discussion, it is now made obvious that in language 
classroom interaction, learners should be encouraged and have their intrinsic 
motivation to interact for effective learning, instead of being externally dictated to 
“give answers" or to talk. Nunan (1987) asserts that the real potential of CLT 
becomes tangible only when the learners recognize their active contribution. "It is 
only through sensitivity to the learners and their perceptions of the learning process, 
along with a willingness for consultation and negotiation that curriculum 
innovations are likely to take root." (p. 189) 
2.4.2 Learner Anxiety 
It has been mentioned before that anxiety induced in the language 
classroom can keep SL learners remaining in silence and passiveness, refusing to 
interact and speak up unless the teacher calls upon them. Tsui (1996) reviews 
language learners' anxiety in SL learning with regard to the situation in Hong Kong. 
She studied from the teachers' perspectives of the contributive factors to students' 
reticence, and in her findings summarized five main reasons (p. 148-155): 
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1) Students' low English proficiency 
2) Students' fear of mistakes and derision 
3) Teachers' intolerance of silence 
4) Uneven allocation of turns 
5) Incomprehensible input 
Although it is revealed that learners of lower competence in the target language 
may feel most anxious, Allwright and Bailey (1991) point out that very competent 
learners may also be anxious because "if they do not make mistakes, they will 
stand out from their peers and be resented" (Tsui, 1996, p. 157). As a result, it is 
possible for both high and low competent learners to withdraw from classroom 
interaction so as to resolve their "internal conflicts". 
Like other classroom research conducting from the teachers' perspectives, 
Tsui's (1996) study may not truly reflect the hidden reasons behind students' 
reticence, for outsiders cannot read the learner's mind but their behaviour. To 
disclose what is in the learner's thinking, Lai (1993) has carried out a research 
project from the learner's perspective, investigating why Hong Kong students lack 
confidence in expressing themselves in English during the English language class. 
The research results indicate three major factors contributing to students' lack of 
confidence in communicating in English: "low self-esteem，,，"language anxiety" 
and “a lack of opportunities for genuine communication" (p. 36). 
It is found that the "language anxiety” factor consists of three elements: “a 
sense of the foolishness of one's own ideas when compared with those of others", 
“fear over a low standard of English", and "not knowing what to say" (p. 37). Lai 
(ibid.) supplements that the most anxious and unconfident students are shown to be 
those who worry about their poor English proficiency, who constantly experience 
pressure in the English language classroom. The direct causal effect of learner 
anxiety on their non-participating behaviour in SL classroom is therefore made 
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evident, in that “the students apparently try to avoid participating in classroom 
communication". As what Lai comments, "anxious students who worry about their 
communicative competence experience much anxiety in the English classroom, and 
this anxiety affects their participation level in class communication" (ibid., p. 39). 
Concluding this section, it is worth restating the important role of learners 
in language classrooms and interactions. For successful CLT or T-L interaction 
highly depend on the learners themselves who needs to participate as well as to 
make decision — and language teachers act as a facilitator and assistant instead. 
Whether classroom interaction can promote and enhance learners' SL development 
therefore relies on which direction they will orientate themselves towards — 
autonomy or anxiety. 
2.5 ENGLISH LANGUAGE CLASSROOM INTERACTION IN HONG 
KONG 
As the last section, this part will attempt to generally cover the research on 
English classroom interaction carried out in Hong Kong. As a matter of fact, the 
English language classroom research in Hong Kong in the past few decades has 
been focusing on language use and the medium of instruction to a large extent as 
mentioned in Section 1.1.2. Unfortunately few studies have been conducted on 
classroom interaction. Among these studies, more in-depth investigations on 
classroom interaction in the Hong Kong secondary school context are Tsui (1985), 
Lai (1993), Pennington, Lee and Lau (1995) and Leung (1999). 
2.5.1 Analyzing Input and Interaction in Language Classrooms 
Perceiving language classrooms as the important source of input and the 
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place where modified interactions are made available, Tsui (1985) encourages the 
teacher to examine what has actually gone on in their classroom. She proposes a 
system for classroom observation and data analysis concerning input and 
interaction. The proposed system is then applied to two English lessons, with each 
from a CMI and an EMI secondary school in Hong Kong. 
Tsui's (ibid.) "Seventeen-Category System" mainly concentrates on two 
dimensions: “Teacher and Pupil Talk" and "Initiate and Respond”，which is 
summarized in the Appendix B. From her data analysis，the interaction occurring 
in the two classrooms is prevailingly “teacher-centred question-answer-feedback 
interaction during which knowledge was displayed and evaluated" (ibid., p. 24). 
The teachers seemed to have controlled everything in the classrooms. 
The teachers determined the topic of talk; all exchanges were teacher-
initiated. Pupils were seldom given a chance to express their opinion, 
feeling and personal experience; nor were they encouraged to raise 
questions or to make comments freely. Pupil's responses were all evaluated 
as right or wrong rather than treated as contributions to the interaction. 
When a communication breakdown occurred, the question was often 
directed to another pupil instead of repairing the discourse, (ibid.，p. 25) 
Tsui (ibid.) observes that students' output is scanty and of poor quality. This may 
be due to the teacher-centred classroom which turns students' attention to talk for 
"academic purposes" like answering teachers' questions correctly, rather than for 
"communicative purposes" like expressing themselves freely. As indicated by Tsui 
(ibid.), the inactive participation of students “not only deprived them of a chance to 
put the target language into communicative use, but more seriously, it affected the 
quality of the input (p. 25). For that reason, she suggests that the language teachers 
should strive for meaningful communication in the classroom; this can be achieved 
when] the teacher structures the lesson, gives instruction, explains 
grammatical concepts, and when the pupils make requests, relate personal 
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experience, meaningful communication is going on. What the teacher and 
the pupils are interested in is the message and not the linguistic forms. 
(ibid., p.25) 
Tsui (ibid.) sums up her discussion by confirming the usefulness of the 
proposed system, though it may not be applicable to all kinds of lessons. She once 
and again urges the language teacher to start thinking of the ways to realize "the 
full potential of the classroom for L2 acquisition" (p. 26). 
2.5.2 Communication Failure in the English Classroom 
Setting out to investigate how the English syllabus in Hong Kong has 
affected: 1) learners' opportunities to engage in meaningful classroom 
communication, 2) their level of confidence in communicating in English, and 3) 
the relationship between the former two issues, Lai (1993) administered a 
questionnaire survey to eleven local secondary schools. 
Narrowing the focus of discussion to the first issue, Lai's (ibid.) 
questionnaire results reveal that T-L interaction was limited, with about half 
(47.6%) of the students reporting that the teacher rarely or even never talked to 
them individually. Instead, more than half (51.4%) of them said that the teacher 
mostly talked to the class as a whole. "This response pattern is an indirect 
indicator that teachers tend to take a traditional, front-of-class role in Hong Kong 
secondary schools." (Lai, 1993, p. 16) Lai's claim matches other findings about 
students' own perception of communication opportunities or patterns (p. 17), which 
are summarized as follows: 
1. I seldom or never talked to my English teacher. (63.3%) 
2. I seldom or never expressed their own opinions when answering my 
teacher's questions. (37.5%) 
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3. I seldom or never gave long answers (consisting of two or more 
sentences) to my teacher's questions. (46.4%) 
4. I seldom or never made requests in English. (73.3%) 
The statistics confirm the fact that the classroom communication is mostly from the 
teacher to the students as a whole class. Even if the students did talk in the 
classroom, their use of English was qualitatively and quantitatively limited. One 
reasonable explanation of the phenomenon is that the classroom activities were 
always textbook-teaching or language exercises drilling, with 58% of the students 
agreeing that they spent a lot of time on these activities. 
Obviously, the classroom communication patterns derived from the above 
show that the students were rarely given the chances to negotiate meaning with 
their teachers. In her analysis, Lai (1993, p. 40) discovers that: 
1. The higher the frequency of students' communication with their English 
teacher, the higher is their confidence level. 
2. Those students how engage more in meaningful communication with 
their English teacher also tend to have a higher perception of heir 
English ability. 
She concludes the study that the ELT teacher can greatly help students to build up 
their confidence and thus recommends a change from a teacher-fronted classroom 
to a leamer-talk classroom, “for improving classroom interaction and for 
strengthening the learners' confidence level in using English in the English 
classroom" (ibid., p. 41). 
2.5.3 The Five Second Language Discourses 
Another study on classroom interaction and language use patterns is carried 
out by Pennington et al. (1995), in order to throw light on the evolution of second 
language discourses. The English classes of five graduates of a BA course in 
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Teaching English as a Second Language are examined. The five classes chiefly 
taught English "as transmission of syllabus content through a standard form of 
teacher-student interaction focused on elicitation of answers to textbook exercises" 
(p. iii). In addition to classroom observation at regular intervals, questionnaires 
and follow-up interviews were conducted with the participating teachers. 
Pennington et al. (ibid.) divides the discussion into five parts, however, only 
those focusing on "amount of talk" and "turns" will be dealt with in this discussion. 
Looking at “amount of talk" first, it is displayed that teachers took up about 62 % 
of talking time in average, with a large proportion of talk in English (ranging from 
78.5% to 98.3%). “As compared to Tsui's (1985) study, all teachers talked less 
and all student groups talked more in the present study." But it is worth noticing 
that some student talk occurred in Cantonese deliberately, with the highest 
proportion of nearly 85%. Most of them tended to speak Cantonese among 
themselves, and even to the teacher in either one-to-one or whole-class mode. 
They only responded to the teacher in English when they were to answer the 
questions posed in English. Now, taking "turns" into account, it is found that 
"most neighboring pairs of turns [in these classes] are in the pattern of a teacher 
initiation-student response sequence, with optional teacher evaluation following a 
student response and preceding a subsequent initiating move within a next teacher 
turn" (Pennington et al., 1995, p. 129). Among all the turns recorded in the five 
classroom discourses, more than 70% are actually "short" and "very short" turns, 
reflecting the "spontaneous", "casual" and "conversational" nature of the 
exchanges, as commented by Pennington et al. (ibid., p. 131). 
Despite the statistical findings support that students might have talked as 
much as the teacher, they are shown to have spoken in Cantonese rather than 
English, especially "[in] the cases where the teacher sought to bring the students 
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into the creation of meaning, the class tended to degenerate into disorder and 
students spoke Cantonese than English" (Pennington et al., 1995, p. 156). Because 
of this constraint, some teachers reported that they needed to speak in Cantonese 
some time to manage the class. Pennington et al. (ibid.) show negative attitudes 
toward such discourses in their discussion: 
The] dynamic of the Hong Kong secondary English class, whether 
controlled or free, would seem to promote a restricted role for English in 
these students' lives. And attempts to make the classrooms more 
communicative may promote students (intentional or unwitting) grassroots 
attempts to develop the discourse of a new generation, in which the second 
language takes a distant second place to their own first language, (p. 158) 
2.5.4 Students' Participation in Language Classroom 
More recently, Leung (1999) has studied the linguistic features of student 
talk in small group discussion during English language lessons. The subjects were 
F.4 students from a “band two" local school, who expressed their views and 
interacted with each other students in task-based activities. Leung (ibid., p. 4) 
raises nine subsidiary research questions to guide her study, five of which are listed 
below: 
• What problems did they encounter when English was the sole language 
used in the discussion? 
• What level of sophistication did they reach when communicating in 
English? 
• How often (or how long) could they speak fluently within a turn? 
• Was their delivery hesitant or marked by false starts when speaking 
English? 
• What was the level of vocabulary used in speaking English? 
The results show that although only English was used in the class, many 
students failed to express themselves fluently, along with a number of silent 
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periods noted. They also lacked adequate vocabulary to explicate their views in 
conversation. Some students even mixed up certain English words and used them 
wrongly. For example, "one of the subjects used ‘cooker’ to represent people who 
cook, 'victims' as 'vitamins', and 'crocodile' as 'cockroach' ” (ibid., p. 38). Even 
there were students who fell short of sticking on the discussion topic "the food 
required for a balanced diet" because they didn't know the word "diet". The errors 
found, reported by Leung (ibid.), were “nearly on every utterance especially in 
word order" and “many of these errors [were] common in the learning process" (p. 
38). Moreover, the students tended to voice out their ideas neither interacting nor 
responding to others' opinion. 
During the interviews after class, the students explicated that they were 
very anxious about communicating in English; however, they showed positive 
attitudes toward group discussion. 
2.5.5 Research Gaps in Hong Kong: Significance of Students' Voices 
The four research projects on classroom interaction all have their merits in 
contributing to the growing classroom research literature in Hong Kong. 
Nevertheless, there is still room for improvement. 
In spite of Tsui's (1985) proposed system for the analysis of input and 
interaction, which is never too far from the matter of coding; it may be a 
descriptive tool for telling what has gone on in the actual classroom (events), but 
not what has gone on in the learners' mind and psyche that causes their behaviour 
(factors), the latter of which is more important for pedagogical purposes. 
Lai (1993) succeeds in stating the causal relationship between students' 
confidence level and their performance, revealing that the non-competent students 
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are those who felt most anxious and performed poorly in English lessons. However, 
her study may have two flaws: 1) only one factor (students' confidence level) is 
examined; and 2) the questionnaires are the only source of data which statistically 
but not qualitatively support the findings. That is to say no data are collected from 
the actual classrooms in the schools where questionnaires are distributed to give a 
more objective picture of the situation. 
Pennington et al. (1995) have demonstrated different interactional patterns 
found in Hong Kong secondary English classrooms, with the teachers explaining 
the situations with undesirable language patterns (Cantonese-English code-mixing) 
because of the class environment and its students. However, they have not 
explored the truth from the students' perspectives — What have the teachers not 
done? - But not - what have the students done? 
Leung (1999) has collected authentic data from actual classroom 
observation and students' interviews. By having the students comment about their 
classroom talk, she has set the right direction for classroom research concerning the 
language learners - language learners leam to talk through talking and we leam to 
know language learners through their talking. Nonetheless, her study is limited 
only to task-based small group discussion. This rarely occurs in a typical 
classroom setting, in which the teacher-learner interaction mostly prevails, unless 
the teacher specially plans for the class. 
Summing up the pros and cons, research gaps are made evident in the Hong 
Kong classroom research literature. It is now coming to a time when attention 
should be directed to language learners' voices, which are the most hidden yet 
significant guidance for exploring the ideal teaching approach to language teaching 
and learning. Though various research has been carried out to identify learners' 
perspectives through written diary, evaluation sheet, questionnaires and reflective 
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reports, etc.; it is essential to listen to learners' spontaneous but most direct and 
original points of view by their own telling. The value of the present study is seen 
in its attempt in listening to learners' voices (subjective) with the support of 
authentic data from classroom observation (objective), in order to give a fuller 
picture of what has gone on in the classroom as well as in the learners themselves. 
How this is done will be discussed in Chapter 3 concerning the research 
methodology. 
2.6 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
The review of literature has discussed in detail three major issues related to 
the present study: 1) Communicative Language Teaching; 2) Classroom Interaction 
and Language Teaching; and 3) English Classroom Interaction in Hong Kong. 
The first section on CLT has illustrated the different approaches to 
communicative language teaching from three perspectives: historically, 
theoretically and practically. A general perception derived from the discussion 
shows that despite the majority of language teachers and learners favour CLT on 
the whole, they find themselves not being able to let go of the traditional oral-
structural teaching method, leading to a dilemma in SL and FL teaching and 
learning as well as a failure in fully implementing CLT in the language classroom. 
In the second section on classroom interaction, the direct, intimate and 
interrelated relationship between input, interaction and output has been established, 
reaffirming the importance of interaction in facilitating both input and output in SL 
or FL development. The emphasis in the discussion has been placed on the role of 
teachers and learners. One conclusion drawn is that classroom interaction does not 
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solely rely on teachers' effort, but also on learners' willingness and motivation to 
use the target language and participate in the interaction. 
As the last section, research on classroom interaction in secondary school 
context has been reviewed. The four studies mentioned succeeded in 
demonstrating the general interactional patterns in English classrooms, in addition 
to the problems of teaching and learning. However, they failed to present a holistic 
picture of the classroom convincingly as only the teachers' voices were taken into 
account. Re-emphasizng the significance of the present study, one should see the 
value of having the learners tell their inner voices with regards to their verbal and 
non-verbal classroom interaction behaviour; and hence the insightful way(s) of 
ELT teaching in Hong Kong secondary schools can be suggested. 
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
On account of its focus on students' perspectives concerning teacher-learner 
interaction in English classroom, this is an ethnographic research emphasizing “the 
voices of students", in which data were collected through observation and elicitation. 
The researcher observed and made video-recording of the class. The research 
subjects were elicited to express their views of and evaluate their own classroom 
interaction behavior by watching the extracts of the video. The techniques 
employed in the study include classroom observation, video-recording, and 
individual interviews. 
The study was originally planned to collect data at three stages: 1) classroom 
observation; 2) students' interviews; and 3) a questionnaire survey. The 
questionnaire survey was unconventionally planned to apply the outcome of the data 
collected at the first two stages to a larger sampling size of secondary students. The 
purpose was to increase the validity and reliability of the research findings. 
However, unfortunately, due to the outbreak of SARS (Severe Acute Respiratory 
Syndrome) in Hong Kong in March, all schools were closed, and classes were 
suspended for a period of time. Having considered the limitation of time and the 
sufficiency of classroom and interview data for the study, the questionnaire survey 
was finally cancelled. After all, the classroom observation and student interviews 
were still carried out. 
The following sections will report on the selection of subjects, the data 
collection instrumentation, the research procedures, as well as the methods of data 
analysis. 
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3.2 SELECTION OF SUBJECTS 
3.2.1 School 
Regarding the government's streaming policy implemented on September 
1998, all secondary schools in Hong Kong were classified as either the Chinese 
medium of instruction (CMI) or the English medium of instruction (EMI) school 
The present study only took the CMI school into account because of two reasons. 
Firstly, the majority of secondary schools in Hong Kong are composed of CMI 
schools (about two-thirds); and secondly while the EMI schools mainly admit the 
students of higher language competence, the CMI schools take up a wider range of 
students of different academic abilities. Therefore, by focusing on CMI schools it 
will be adequate to present a representative picture of the situation in Hong Kong, 
where its population is generally of average English language proficiency. 
Three co-educational Chinese-medium schools whose banding ranges from 
average to advanced level were studied: 
School A B C 
Banding 1.5 1 2 
Level Intermediate Advanced Average 
Table 2. The Bandings of the Three Subject Schools 
3.2.2 Class 
The English language classes in Hong Kong are generally of three types with 
different focuses: a) writing skills; b) grammar and comprehension skills 
(book-based); and c) listening and oral skills: 
Types of Listenins and Oral Skills Grammar and Reading 
^•m rr f lllti'C l^liJlC'fi'ltliC tt'il%4' i Ml' LJiVlll'iJ —, 竇 • 
Class Comprehension 
Nature of Writing Listening practice (to Basically teacher-fronted; 
Class practice; audio-tapes); oral practice book-based; typical English 
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composition e.g. group discussions language classroom in Hong 
Kong. 
Table 3. Summary of the Types of English Lessons in Hong Kong Secondary School 
The second type of class (grammar and comprehension teaching) was selected for 
the present study on T-L interaction by reason of its teacher-fronted nature. The T-L 
interaction in this type of class is thus perceived to be more vivid than the other two 
types as there are not many verbal interactions expected between the language 
teacher and the learners in the first and third type of class. More significantly, the 
class of grammar and comprehension teaching is said to feature the typical Hong 
Kong ESL classroom as it is “book-based,，and "teacher-fronted", and thereby the 
phenomena identified in the three subject schools might also appear in other English 
classrooms in Hong Kong. 
The topics or areas taught in the classes observed were shown in the table 
below: 
School A B C 
Comprehension/ Travelling; animals; English newspaper; Cosmetic surgery; 
Discussion topics story-telling story-telling story-telling 
Defining and Adjectives, transitive ^ i . . , „ , •„ J ° . , J . ^ 1 Conditional sentences: Grammar skills non-deimmg relative and intransitive verbs; 1 1 1 1 past continuous tense clause phrasal verbs 
Table 4. Summary of the Topics Covered in the English Classes Studied 
3.2.3 Teacher 
The English teachers in Hong Kong are basically divided into native and 
non-native English speaking. Although the Hong Kong government has introduced 
the Native-speaking English Teacher (NET) Schemes since 1998, the possible 
number of NETs employed is limited to not more than three in each secondary 
school: 
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Under the enhanced NET Scheme, the NET is provided for each public 
sector secondary school with less than 40 classes and two NETs for each 
school with 40 or more classes on top of the staff establishment. Moreover, 
Chinese-medium schools are allowed to employ one more NET to offset an 
English teacher post within the establishment. (Education Department, 2002, 
November 26) 
Seeing that local teachers, whose mother tongue is Cantonese, still take up the 
majority of the teacher population in Hong Kong, the present study only selected the 
Cantonese-speaking English language teachers to center the attention on the typical 
and common English classrooms in Hong Kong. 
The classes studied in the study were all taught by female local (non-native 
English speaking) teachers to eradicate the variables arisen from gender difference 
such as female and male speech features, and style differences. Two local, female 
English teachers teaching Form Two students from each school were invited to 
participate in the study. Nonetheless, because of the school administration, one 
teacher from School C had to resign at last and this totalled five teacher subjects. 
The teachers' year of teaching was not controlled since more various 
interactional patterns could be observed from either more or less experienced 
teachers. However, the majority of the teachers involved in this study have 10 or 
more years of teaching. 
School A School B School C 
Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 1 
Mother tongue Cantonese 
Year o f teaching English 1 | 11 | | 10 | 10 
Table 5. The Mother Tongue and Year of Teaching of the Teacher Subjects 
3.2.4 Students 
Form Two students from the three schools were studied in the present study 
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to avoid any unnecessary variables introduced because of Form differences and 
hence the large gaps of students' English proficiency. Both female and male local 
students were involved to eradicate the variable of gender difference in the data. 
The numbers of students in the ten lessons studied and the relative 
percentages compared to the whole-form population are shown as follows: 
School A School B School C 
Class Ot^ 2W Three Four Five 
No. of students in class ^ 41 ^ ^ 33 
No. of students in Form ^ 1^9 224 
, : v e p e r c : y e o f 15.8% I 1 7 � / � 2 0 . 1 % I 14.6% M " � / � the students studied 
Table 6. Summary of the Population of the Students in the Five Classes 
The percentages show a sound representation of students' population, which 
enhance the validity and reliability of the findings. 
3.3 RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS 
3.3.1 Non-participant, Ethnographic Observations 
The aims of classroom observations were to obtain authentic classroom data, 
in order to present realistic, faithful and naturalistic pictures of teacher-student 
interaction in the lessons studied. 
The research has adopted an ethnographic approach to classroom 
observation. According to Tsui (1995), "ethnographic observations use an 
‘open-ended’ approach, where the categories, if there are any, are derived from the 
data"(p. 107), instead of restrictively fitting the data into predetermined categories. 
The main advantage is that the study can provide a more holistic description and 
account of the event from the participants' perception, showing the "complex 
interrelationships among the elements in the event' (Tsui, 1995, p. 107). 
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Tsui's (1985) "Seventeen-Category System" (see Section 2.5.1) has been 
used as the descriptive tool in the analysis, helping to make remarks on the 
classroom data. It was chosen in the present study since, according to Tsui (ibid.), it 
brings together the features of three mainstreamed descriptive tools (Barnes, 1969; 
Flanders, 1970; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975). And by virtue of it is “a post-coding" 
(Tsui, 1985，p. 12) system, therefore it is open for modifying or adding new 
categories, if necessary. 
3.3.2 Stimulated Recall and Semi-structured Interviews 
To best fit the rationale of the present study, students were asked for an 
individual oral interview. With the students' consent, the interviews were 
semi-structured to collect information and opinions from their own perspective. 
The population of interviewees was not predetermined as the selection 
process was guided by the amount and types of interactional events occurred during 
the lesson，which were varied in different classrooms. Regarding the study is 
looking into both verbal and non-verbal participation in T-L classroom interaction, 
the following criteria might have guided the selection of student interviewees: 
1) who actively participated in the verbal participation; 
2) who was silent in class; 
3) who was observed to speak in private turns 
4) who was observed to make use of body language 
Stimulated recall was adapted for the interviewees to recollect the classroom 
events occurred in the lesson observed. This was done by providing the interviewee 
the video clips before or during the interview. The video clips were about the 
interactional events involving the selected interviewee and the teacher in the class 
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observed. Questions were then raised accordingly to stimulate their responses and 
comments on the interactional events concerned. The advantages of conducting 
interviews using the authentic classroom data are to provide retrospective accounts 
of the students on the classroom discourse, and as a result to unveil the causes or 
hidden intentions underlying the students' interactional acts with the teacher. 
3.4 DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
The study was originally designed as a three-staged plan (data 
collection-data analysis-feedback collection). Since the implementation of the 
questionnaire survey was cancelled, the study was then conducted in two phased 
stages (data collection-data analysis) instead. The first stage involved data 
collection through classroom observations and students' interviews in the three 
subject schools, which was followed by the second stage as data compilation and 
analysis. The detailed research procedures and related rationale will be explained 
below. 
3.4.1 Stage One: Data Collection 
3.4.1.1 Classroom Observations 
Three lessons taught by each teacher subject were observed, which 
constituted a total of fifteen English language lessons: 
No. of lessons observed School A School B School C 
Teacher 1 3 3 3 
Teacher 2 3 3 N/A 
Total 6 6 3 
Table 7. Total Number of Lessons Observed 
In each lesson, video- and audio-recording were carried out to collect information 
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from the classroom discourse for further analysis. To accomplish, two camcorders 
were used: one was placed at one front comer of the classroom to capture the whole 
picture of the class; another was hand-held and moving around the classroom to 
record a particular ongoing interactional event at a closer distance without 
interruption. 
The reason for observing three lessons was that the first lesson acted as a 
pilot study and the recorded data were abandoned for further study. This was to 
allow the teacher and the students to get adapted to the setting of video recording. In 
other words, the data analyzed in the study were collected from the second and third 
lessons: 
No. of lessons videotaped School A School B School C 
Teacher 1 2 2 2 
Teacher 2 2 2 N/A 
Total 4 4 2 
Table 8. Total Number of Lessons Videotaped 
After every classroom observation, the videotape recording of the lesson was first 
reviewed by the researcher. The useful or relevant parts of the video were clipped 
for stimulated recalls during the interview the next day or later on. To play safe, 
each lesson was audio-typed as well. 
3.4.1.2 Students' Interviews 
It was aimed to conduct the students' interview the day after each class 
observation to enhance the reliability of the data. A small number of interviews, 
however, were done two days later inasmuch as the weekend and Sunday following 
the day of classroom observation. 
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School A School B School C 
Teacher 1 Teacher 2 | Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 1 | 
Lesson 2 ^^ 3rd "j 
Lesson 3 ~ | pt 
Table 9. Day of interview after each classroom observation 
The interviews were conducted in Cantonese to encourage more personal, 
direct and detailed responses from the interviewees. Before the interview began, 
every interviewee was informed the nature of the study and the purpose of the 
interview. Permission was then sought to record the interview whose data might be 
presented in the written report later on. During the interview, the interviewees were 
shown the video clips and were asked questions correspondingly. The length of an 
interview lasted from about 20 to 45 minutes in general and all interviews were 
audio-taped for transcription and translation afterwards. 
There were altogether 48 students interviewed and the distribution of 
students from the three subject schools is as follow: 
No. of students School A School B School C 
interviewed Teacher 1 Teacher~2~ Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 1 
Lesson 2 ~]\ 5 I ] 5 4 4 
.-•••:. •• • ‘ — — -. •• . • • -j -ji ！ ! . ‘ ••‘•‘ 
Lesson 3 | 5 | 7 | 4 | 5 | 4 
Table 10. The Distribution of the Student Interviewees in the Three Subject Schools 
3.4.2 Stage Two: Data Analysis 
The videotaped (and audiotaped) lessons as well as the audiotaped students' 
interviews were first transcribed and translated. The transcripts of classroom 
discourse were next coded according to Tsui's (1985) "Seventeen-Category System". 
The content of interview transcripts were also categorised. The quantified and 
qualified data were subsequently analysed and from which research findings and 
pedagogical implications were drawn upon. 
85 
The methods of data analysis will be explained immediately in the coming 
section. 
3.5 METHODS OF DATA ANALYSIS 
Despite the qualitative nature of the classroom videotape recordings and 
audiotaped interviews, these data were quantifiable. Consequently, both descriptive 
and statistical methods went hand in hand in the data analysis. 
3.5.1 Analysing the Classroom Discourse Data 
As mentioned in the previous section, the study adapted "The 
Seventeen-Category System" of Tsui's (1985) as the descriptive tool for the 
classroom discourse data, on which the coding of the ten lesson transcripts was 
based. For it is a post-coding system opening for modification, new categories were 
added when new acts were found during the analysis. The coded transcripts were 
quantified in order to identify the general patterns of the T-L interaction in English 
classrooms. 
With Tsui's (ibid.) division on the two dimensions: 1) Teacher(T)-Pupil(P) 
and 2) Initiate(I)-Respond(R); particular attention was paid to the tum-taking as well 
as tum-allocation patterns. More explicitly, these refer to the types, frequency, and 
proportion of Teacher-Initiate (TI), Teacher-Respond (TR), Pupil-Initiate (PI), and 
Pupil-Respond (PR) taken place in each classroom discourse. Within each turn, the 
study also looked into the proportion and types of teacher's and pupils' utterances to 
account for the interrelationship among input, interaction and output. 
The ten videotaped lessons were either single or double lessons, an average 
was taken into account in the analysis for statistical comparison. 
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Single/double School A School B School C 
lesson(s) Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 1 | 
Lesson 2 Double Single Double Single Double | 
I Lesson 3 Single Single Double Double Double | 
Table 11. The Length of the Ten Lessons Studied 
3.5.2 Analysing the Interview Data 
Recapitulating that the study was set out to investigate the factors underlying 
the students' verbal and non-verbal participation in T-L classroom interaction, 
which guided the four criteria of selecting student interviewees (see Section 3.3.2); 
the analysis of the interview data also centered around four concurrent areas, 
corresponding with the research questions: 
1) students asking questions in class; 
2) students answering questions in class; 
3) T-L interaction and classroom learning; 
4) students' suggestions for pedagogical purposes. 
The forty-eight interview transcripts were closely examined through content 
analysis to systematize the data into three levels. At the start, the data were 
classified and grouped under one of the four areas above. The data under each area 
were further sorted into different categories related to the area concerned. 
Thereupon under each category, subcategories were distinguished to show the 
variety of underlying factors or reasons from students' perspectives. 
The synthetic interview data were then quantified by finding out the relative 
population of responses for each subcategory. Statistical comparison of the 
interview data was carried out, with reference to the quantified classroom discourse 
data, to identify the interrelationships between an interactional event and its 
underlying causes, in other words, the students' hidden intentions. 
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3.6 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
This chapter has explained in detail the selection of subjects (school; class; 
teachers; and students); research instruments (non-participant, ethnographic 
classroom observation; stimulated recall; and semi-structured interview); design of 
the study (research procedures); and methods of data analysis in the present study. 
Chapter 4, which will come shortly, provides a comprehensive analysis on the 
classroom discourse and student interview data. 
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CHAPTER 4 DATA ANALYSIS 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 4 describes and illustrates the research findings on the classroom 
discourse and students' interview data. As discussed in Section 3.5, both 
descriptive and statistical approaches were adopted for data synthesis and analysis. 
This chapter will begin with the general pictures of English classroom 
interactions in the ten different lessons, followed by a more comprehensive study 
on the teacher's and students' acts respectively. These include turn-allocation 
patterns and the turn-taking behavior, in addition to the types and amount of 
utterances spoken. This part of analysis, focusing on the authentic classroom 
discourse data, aims at portraying what has happened in the classrooms studied as 
well as the teacher's and students' talk. 
Given an in-depth analysis into the classroom discourse, and with an 
understanding on the T-L interaction patterns, the chapter will move on to look 
into the factors underlying the findings of classroom discourse data. The data 
obtained from the student interviews will be quantified, categorised and presented. 
These empirical data are to shed light on how students have perceived and reacted 
in classroom interactions and thereupon pedagogical implications will be drawn in 
the last chapter. 
The five classes and the ten corresponding lessons studied were coded for 
easier reference: 
School A D I C 
Teacher 1 2 1 2 1 
Class One Two Three Four Five 
Lesson— 2 3 2 3 2 I 3 " 2 I 3 ~ 2 3 
工n I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X 
Table 12a. The Codes of the Ten Lessons Studied 
Lesson Format Classroom activities 
I Whole-class learning Grammar-learning game (writing practice); short-phrase reading 
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II Whole-class learning Comprehensive homework answer-checking 
III Whole-class learning Grammar teaching using PowerPoint; classwork exercise and 
answer-checking 
IV Whole-class learninq Homework answer-checking; Grammar-learning game (writing 
y practice) 
V Whole-class learning in Newspaper reading and group discussion; teacher-fronted whole-
small groups class discussion; passage reading 
VI Whole-class learning Word list reading; classwork exercise and answer-checking 
VII Whole-class learninq 他rd list reading; grammar-learning game (teacher telling a story 
and students answering questions); homework answer-checking 
VIII Whole-class learninq Homework answer-checking; grammar-learning game (action 
y demonstration) 
IX Whole-class learning Grammar teaching using PowerPoint 
X Whole-class learninq Grammar-learning game (teacher telling a story and students 
y answering questions); classwork exercise and answer-checking 
Table 12b. The Content of the Ten Lessons Studied 
4.2 CLASSROOM INTERACTIONAL PATTERNS: THE GENERAL 
PICTURE 
This section reports on the quantified classroom discourse data, with the 
objective to show the general interactional patterns in the five English classrooms, 
and specifically, the patterns of students' verbal and non-verbal participation in T-
L classroom interactions. 
4.2.1 Teacher's and Students' Talk 
4.2.1.1 At the Utterance Level 
In Section 2.2, it has been pointed out that a communicative language 
classroom should strive for students' verbal participation in the ongoing classroom 
discourse. To give a clue to the relative extent of students' verbal participation in 
T-L classroom interaction, an investigation on the quantity of teacher's and 
students' talk at the utterance level was made. 
Instead of inquiring into the number of utterances exactly “spoken’，by the 
teacher and students, the analysis in the study was however based on the number of 
utterances "heard" from them. This was due to the fact that a handful of utterances 
spoken in the classroom were either totally or partially unintelligible in the 
videotape recordings (See Appendix C). 
The results are summarised below: 
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Lesson I •• ||| iv V VI VII VIII IX X 
Average no. of utterances ^ 
heard in a single lesson 卯9 645 646 658 622 1040.5 1249 690 653 688.5 
Amount of teacher's 
utterances (%) 90 94 94 87 92 91 87 84 85 87 
Amount of students' ~ “ “ 7 “ ~~ ~~ 
utterances (%) ^^ ^ 6 13 8 9 13 16 15 13 
Proportional amount of 
utterances 9 : 1 16:1 16:1 7 : 1 12:1 10:1 7 : 1 5 : 1 6 : 1 7 : 1 
TEACHER : STUDENTS 
Table 13a. Empirical Results (Amount) of Teacher's and Students' Talk at the Utterance Level 
All ten lessons were apparently dominated by the teacher talk, whereas the students 
took up around 11% of the classroom talk on average in a single lesson. For 
Lesson II, III, V and VI, the teacher were seen to dominate the classroom discourse 
at least ten times more than the students did. In the least teacher-dominated Lesson 
Vni, the teacher talk was still five more than the student talk. 
Lesson I li III IV V Vl VII VIII IX X ‘ 
S I S " ， s English 5.9 8.9 4.5 5.1 5.4 3.6 3.9 5.8 4.2 � 7 
iTr^eP:，Engl ish , , , e.5 4.2 7.7 5.8 5.4 4.0 4.1 5.1 5.5 
Table 13b. Empirical Results (MLU) of Teacher's and Students' Talk at the Utterance Level 
When looking at the average means of the length of utterances (MLU), that 
is, the utterance length in words, teacher's MLU ranged from a high of 8.9 words 
in Lesson II, a lesson for checking the answers of students' homework, to a low of 
3.6 words in Lesson VI，a lesson occupied by students' word-list reading and class 
work. Students' MLU was averagely lower than that of the teacher's. It ranged 
from a high of 7.7 words in Lesson IV, a lesson for homework-checking, to a low 
of only 1.7 words in Lesson I, a lesson conducted through writing-practicing 
games and short-phrase reading. 
4.2.1.2 Language Choice 
In spite of its nature as English language lesson, it was found that English 
was not the only language spoken in a number of lessons. The following tables 
have shown the proportional amount of Cantonese, English and Cantonese/ 
English mixed utterances heard from the teacher and students: 
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(TEACHER) Lesson 丨 11 III IV V V丨 VII VIII IX X 
Average % of Enqlish 
utterances 87.3 70 97.9 93.4 99.8 100 99.6 99.9 99.8 99.5 
Average % of Cantonese ~ � ^ ~ ~ 7 ~ : 
utterances 8 21.4 0.3 1.2 0.1 0 0.4 0 0.2 0.2 
Average % of code-mixed … ' “ ： : , „ ~ “ “ 7 7 I 
utterances 4.7 8.6 1.8 5.4 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 0.3 
.....................,..,... ：.：. •./•： .：••： •：•； •• 
Total (%) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table 14. Language Choice of the Teacher Talk 
(STUDENTS) Lesson I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X 
= = o f E n 一 75 86 5 , , , , , 卯 9 . 8 卯 . … 3 7 
= 二 ofCantonese 10.8 15.8 23.3 3 1 3.2 0.4 11.2 12.4 
二 = Of code-mixed 3 0 4.7 0 0 2 0.4 1.5 ^ 
Total (%) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table 15. Language Choice of the Student Talk 
The figures above illustrate a proportional relationship between teacher's 
and students' use of English. It shows that the more English the teacher has 
spoken, the more the students will have spoken in English as well. 
The teachers generally spoke more in English than the students did, except 
in Lesson 11. It was observed that although the teacher in Lesson II took up the 
large part of talk, her use of English was comparatively lower than that of the 
students despite of her highest MLU of English utterances. Comparing with two 
other teacher-dominated lessons, students' use of English in Lesson V and VI was 
numerically close to the teachers'. Interestingly enough, the students in Lesson 
VIII not only were more active in the verbal participation in class among the ten 
lessons, but they also spoke in English as much as the teacher did in terms of the 
number of utterances. 
Despite the relatively larger amount of teacher talk, it is noteworthy to 
point out that it is made up of teachers' questions, explanations and error feedback 
and treatment, as discussed in Section 2.3.4.3. To determine whether a language 
classroom is communicative or not, the turn allocation and tum-taking behavior of 
the teacher and students were also taken into account, which will be further 
discussed now. 
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4.2.2 Teacher's and Students' Turn Allocation 
Section 2.3.4.5 pointed out the significance of classroom turn allocation in 
exploring and understanding more about the T-L interactions. Adopting Tsui's 
(1985) post-coding system for classroom interaction, the turns taken by the teacher 
and students were categorised as "Teacher-Initiate" (TI), "Teacher-Respond" (TR), 
"Pupil-Initiate" (PI) and "Pupil-Respond" (PR). Some examples from the 
classroom discourse data are provided here to demonstrate what they are: 
1) "Teacher-Initiate" and "Pupil-Respond" 
TI T: . • .why did they laugh and then they cry?/ they laughed 
because they were in love with each other/ why did they cry? 
PR SI: Not in love with each other 
PR S2: The king don't let them together 
(Extracted from Lesson VII) 
2) "Pupil-Initiate" and ‘‘Teacher-Respond”(PI) 
PI S\ Coupon!/ Miss (surname) can you give me coupon? 
TR T\ Okay you come here... 
(Extracted from Lesson VIII) 
4.2.2.1 Amount of Turns Taken 
The table below exhibits the average amount of TI, TR, PI and PR in a 
single lesson, in addition to the approximate proportion of "Initiate" and "Respond" 
of the teacher and students accordingly: 
Lesson I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX ~ 
taken 313 385 342 368 508 479 801 536 430 444 
Percentage of TI (%) 78.4 72.5 70.2 63.3 62.9 74.4 72.4 68.7 63 64.4 
Percentage of TR (%) 6.5 19 21.3 19.3 20.9 15.2 12.7 12.8 16.6 17.5 
^pprox/mafeproport/onof ， 2 " 4:1 3:1 3:1 3:1 5:1 6:1 5:1 4:1 4:1 
Percentage of PI (%) 5 1.3 2 3.8 0 0.1 2 3.4 3.2 1 
Percentage of PR (%) 10 7.2 6.5 13.6 16.2 10.3 12.9 16.1 17.2 17.1 
^proximate proportion of 卞 1 : 6 1:3 1:4 N/A N/A 1:6 1:5 1:5 1:17 
Table 16. Relative Percentages of TI, TR, PI and PR 
Some data were not available (N/A) in Lesson V and VI because of the 
exceptionally small amount or even the back of PI for comparisons. Taking an 
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average across the ten lessons, 70% of the turns taken in a classroom discourse are 
"Teacher-Initiate", 16% are “Teacher-Respond’’，while 2% are "Pupil-Initiate" and 
12% are "Pupil-Respond". Though the results echo the previous finding that the 
teachers took up a large portion of classroom talk, it should be highlighted that on 
the average 83% of the turns taken by the teachers among the ten lessons were 
"Initiate": 
Lesson I II III IV V VI VII VHI IX X 
= = 二 • 352 313 304 425.5 429.5 682 431.5 342 363.5 
Percentage of TI (%) 92 91 92 77 75 83 85 85 79 79 
Percentage ofTR (%) 8 7 8 13 25 17 15 15 21 21 
Table 17. Turns Taken by the Teachers. 
The highest percentages of TI are found in Lesson I, II and III, with the middle 
percentages in Lesson VI, VII and VIII, and finally the lowest in Lesson IV, V, IX 
and X. 
As teachers' speaking turns were predominantly initiations, it was 
anticipated that more "responses" would make up the turns taken by the students, 
regardless of their comparatively smaller amount of talk. This assumption was 
convincingly supported by the following figures: 
Lesson I II III IV V Vl VII VIII IX X 
= 9 � 0 : = 二 s L Y n 47 33 29 64 82.5 49.5 119 104.5 88 B o / 
Percentage of PI (%) 33 15 24 22 <1 1 13 17 16 6 
Percentage of PR (%) ^ ^ Tq 78 ••知“ 87 ^ M 94~~ 
Table 18. Turns Taken by the Students. 
Taking an average across the ten lessons again, it is revealed that about 85% of the 
students' speaking turns are "Respond". An inversely proportional relationship is 
also identified from the table above, indicating a greater number of "Pupil-Initiate" 
goes with a lower portion of "Pupil-Respond". Outstandingly in Lesson V and VI, 
which percentages of PR (99%) are especially high, only about 1% of the students' 
turns is "Initiate". This implies that the students talked in class to respond to the 
teacher more than to elicit. 
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4.2.2.2 Tum-taking Patterns 
Having a glance on at TI, TR, PI and PR individually, comparisons have 
been made among the four types of turns and the results are summarised in the 
following table: 
Lesson I I I I I I IV V VI VI I VI I I IX X 
TI ： PI 16:1 56:1 35:1 17:1 N/A N/A 36:1 20:1 20:1 64:1 
TR: PR 1:1.5 2.6:1 3.3:1 1.4:1 1.3:1 1.5:1 1:1 1:1.3 1:1 1:1 
TI : PR 8:1 10:1 11:1 5:1 4:1 7:1 6:1 4:1 4:1 4:1 
PI ： TR 1:1.3 1:15 1:11 1:5 N/A N/A 1:6 1:4 1:5 1:18 
Table 19. Comparisons among TI, TR, PI and PR. 
Looking into the lessons other than Lesson V and VI, the highest proportions of TI 
to PI are found in Lesson II and X, followed by Lesson III, VII, VIII and IX, and 
with the lowest proportions in Lesson I and IV. Among these ten lessons, the 
students gave the smallest amount of responses to teacher's initiations in Lesson II 
and III. Another notable observation is that while the greatest amount of TI to PI is 
shown in Lesson II and X, the greatest amount of TR to PI are also identified in 
these two lessons. 
4.3 TEACHER-LEARNER VERBAL INTERACTION: AN OVERVIEW 
In order to have a more thorough understanding on the verbal exchange 
between the teacher and students in a classroom, the discussion on data analysis 
will move on to have a closer examination on the types of TI, TR, PI and PR 
respectively. 
4.3.1 Types of Teacher Talk 
Recalling Tsui's (1985) “The Seventeen-Category System", Categories 1 to 




Category 1, in Tsui's system, is labelled as “Elicit，，which is further 
classified into Display Questions, Genuine Questions and Restating Elicit. 
According to Tsui (1985), a teacher asking display questions means to 
require students “to display their knowledge" (p. 12), while the teacher has his/her 
own answer in mind. The Display Questions in the system include Factual 
Question “lA(a)”，Yes-No Question “lA(b)，,，Reasoning Question “lA(c),, and 
Explanation Question “lA(d)，，. Oppositely, Genuine Questions refer to those 
questions to which “the teacher does not have an answer" (ibid., p. 13). These 
include two types of questions, Opinion Question "lB(a)" and "Information 
Question “lB(b)”. As for Restating Elicit, it is realised by "either repeating the 
preceding question or simplifying it" (ibid.，p.13). 
As mentioned in Section 2.3.4.3, the part of teacher asking questions play a 
significant role in facilitating classroom interaction. Display and referential 
(genuine) questions are considered by Tsui (1985) as effective strategies in 
stimulating students' verbal participation. To investigate the different types and 
relative amount of questions asked by the teacher in the ten lessons studied, the 
classroom discourse transcripts were coded and analysed. The table below reports 
the results on "Elicit": 
I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X 
1A(a) 17.8% 26.7% 36.1% 15.3% 35.2% 27.8% 27.5% 18.8% 30.3% 26.4% 
1A(b) 45.9% 37.9% 41.7% 44.7% 35.2% 33.3% 28.1% 40.4% 40% 28.2% 
1A(c) 2.20/0 8.6% 0% 0% 4.2% 0.8% 6.5% 2.5% 3.2% 2 . 2 ~ 
1A(d) 0.7% 0.9% 0.9% 0% 2.8% 0.4% 0% 2.5% 0.5% 0.5% 
1B (a) 6.7% 7% 0% 14.1% 5.20/0 6% 11.1% 3.7% 2.1% 22.3% 
1B(b) 14.1% 8.6% 2.8% 14.1% 6.1% 8.4% 6.5% 11.7% 4.8% 2.2% 
1C 12.6% 10.3% 18.5% 11.8% 11.3% 23.3% 20.3% 20.4% 19.1% 18.2% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Table 20. Types and Percentages of "Elicit" in "Teacher-Initiate" 
Remarkably, consistent results have been found across the ten lessons that 
Category lA(b) took up the largest part of "Elicit" in "Teacher-Initiate", followed 
by Category lA(a), while Category lA(d) was least found. Alternatively speaking, 
the questions asked by the teachers in Lesson I to X were chiefly yes-no questions, 
and secondly factual questions which have a limited range of acceptable answers. 
96 
On the other hand, the questions that might have elicited or encouraged far more 
students' verbal participation like reasoning questions, or genuine questions were 
seldom found. Moreover, reasoning questions that require “more sophisticated 
language structures" (ibid., p. 13) were hardly ever asked by the teachers. 
The remaining categories in "Teacher-Initiate" are Category 2 to 8, whose 
labels and definitions are summarized below: 
2 DIRECT Eliciting non-verbal responses e.g. "Sit down" 
3 NOMINATE Calling on or giving permission to pupils to give response e.g. "Yes?" 
or nominating pupils' names 
4 INFORM Proving information or imparting knowledge e.g. statements 
5 RECAPTULATE Repeating the information previously expressed; often marked by "So" 
or "Right" at the start. 
6 FRAME Structuring the lesson by referring to some future acts which will be 
performed later on. 
7 STARTER Aiming at providing information about or directing pupils' attention to 
the following “曰icit" 
8 CHErK A closed class of questions checking the progress of the lesson, e.g. 
"O.K.?" or "Ready?" 
Table 21. Summary of Category 2 to 8 (modified from Tsui, 1985 
Comparing with “Elicit”，the other seven categories in TI are relatively less 
effective in motivating students' verbal participation, and therefore it is expected 
that teachers prefer "Elicit" more in their talk. The next table displays the 
distribution of the eight types of "Teacher-Initiate" in the ten lessons: 
• •• III 丨 V V VI VII VIII IX X 
ELICIT 27.9% 40.4% 45% 36.2% 35.3% 41% 27.6% 45% 29.7% 38.2% 
DIRECT 8.5% 2.40/0 5.8% 13.2% 4.8% 9.2% 15.6% 12.1% 14.8% 17.4% 
NOMINATE 4.5% 2.8% 5.8% 5.1% 14.4% 9.5% 16.8% 15.3% 14.1% 11.8% 
INFORM 34.1% 28.2% 16.3% 27.2% 23.5% 22.5% 24% 21.4% 31.3% 15. 
RECAPTULATE 6.6% 5.6% 2.1% 5.1% 4% 2.6% 4% 1.4% 0.6% 1.7% 
FRAME 3.3% 1.1% 0.8% 0.4% 0.7% 1% 0.9% 0.4% 0.1% 0 . 5 % ~ 
STARTER 6.6% 11.5% 13.3% 4.3% 7.9% 8.7% 6.9% 3% 2.1% 7.3% 
CHECK 8.50/0 8% 10.9% 8.50/0 9.40/0 5.50/0 4.2% 1.4% 7.3% 8% 一 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Table 22. Distribution of the Eight Categories of "Teacher-Initiate" 
The above data generally support the previous assumption that the teachers (except 
Lesson I and IX) favored "Elicit" more in their talk for the sake of a 
communicative language classroom. In addition, “Frame，，was least seen in TR， 
possibly owing to its undemanding nature as a piece of information. 
97 
4.3.1.2 “Teacher-Respond” 
Regarding “Teacher-Respond”，it is basically categorised into four types: 
"(positive and negative) Evaluate" (Category 9a and b)，“Accept，，(Category 10), 
COMMENT (Category 11)，and CLUE (Category 12). 
Nevertheless, it was discovered that these were not adequate for analysing 
the classroom discourse data in the study. From the data obtained from the ten 
lessons, the teachers' responses included a follow-up request after they accepted 
the answer or confirmed that they had gotten the response from the students. In 
other words, the teacher raised a question asking for students' clarification, 
explanation or repetition, instead of giving statements merely. For example, 
T: Okay another one another one/ (name) 
S.. Put off 
T: What is put off? 
(Extracted from Lesson VIII) 
As a result, a new subcategory "Follow-up" (Category 10a) was added during the 
coding process of the transcripts. Among all, only "Follow-up" and Clue" serve to 
elicit further responses from students. The distribution of the four categories in 
Lesson I to X is tabulated below: 
I II »i iv V VI VII vm IX X 
EVALUATE 8.7% 9.7% 16.2% 9.6% 6.8% 4.8% 7.8% 7.2% 9.1% 12.6% 
NEGATIVE ： 
EVALUATE 10.9% 1.4% 1.4% 8.2% 2.3% 3.4% 5.8% 1.6% 3.2% 3 5% 
ACCEPT 45.7% 27.8% 20.3% 8.2% 47.3% 49.7% 40.8% 33.6% 丨 20.1% 37% 
FOLLOW-UP 2.2% 0% 0% 0% 6.8% 0% 5.8% 14.4% 1.3% 10.5% 
COMMENT 26% 31.9% 55.4% 49% 25% 24.8% 33% 25.6% 34.5% 2 1 . 7 ^ 
CLUE 6.50/0 29.2% 6.8% 24.7% 11.8% 17.3% 6.8% 17.6% 31.8% 14.7% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Table 23. Distribution of the Five Categories of "Teacher-Respond" 
As is obvious from the table above, "Accept" and "Comment" were most 
commonly found in teachers' responses, implying a lack of teachers' intention to 
call forth more output from the students in their responses. This is also supported 
by the lowest percentages of "Follow-up" in Lesson I, II, IE, IV，VI, Vn, and IX. 
4.3.2 Types of Student Talk 
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Directing the attention to students' talk, Category 13 and 14 are "Pupil-
Respond", while Category 15 to 17 are "Pupil-Initiate". 
4.3.2.1 "Pupil-Initiate" 
Unlike the variety of categories in "Teacher-Initiate", PI consists of three 
categories according to "The Seventeen-Category System". The labels and 
definitions of the three are described as follows: 
^ “ “ 八 - I 
15 REQUEST Asking for permission to perform a non-verbal action 
16 ELICIT Asking for verbal response from the teacher or fellow pupils 
17 INTERRUPT Asking for clarification except that it stops the ongoing discourse 
Table 24. Summary of Category 15-17 (modified from Tsui, 1985) 
Again, the three categories were inadequate to code all students' responses of the 
ten classroom discourse transcripts. Two new categories, "Restate" (Category 16a) 
and "Address" (Category 18) were added. For "Restate", it was explored that 
students often restated their elicits to get teacher's attention or to make sure the 
teacher can hear them. An example is: 
r： More beautiful or...? My eyes will become...? Come on 
(Shout out from the seat) bigger 
T. (Name) 
Bigger 
(Extracted from Lesson IX) 
It was conceivable that the fairly large class size that the teacher might not be able 
to attend to every student. This also gave rise to the category "Address" which 
refers to students calling on the teacher or directing the teacher's attention to their 
following elicits: 
S\ Miss (teacher's surname) 
T: Yes? 
S: We have drama after lesson 
(Extracted from Lesson Vm) 
With regards to "Interrupt", the students were observed to interrupt the ongoing 
discourse not only requesting teacher's clarification, as suggested by Tsui (1985), 
but they also took these unexpected turns to give comment, suggest ideas or 
express opinion. 
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I II 丨•• IV V VI VII vm IX X 
REQUEST 0% 2.20/0 0% Q% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
ELICIT 60% 32.6% 25% 25% 100% 33.3% 66.7% 35.1% 66.7% 33.3% 
RESTATE 0% 2.2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
INTERRUPT 20% 50% 75% 7$% 0% 66.7% 16.7% 35.1% 5% 6% 
ADDRESS 20% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 16.7% 29.8% 33.3% 66.7% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Table 25. Distribution of the Five Categories of "Pupil-Initiate" 
It can be seen from the above that "Elicit" and "Interrupt" each took up the 
highest percentage of PI in five lessons. 
4.3.2.2 “Pupil-Respond，， 
PR simply involved two categories: "(restricted and expanded) Reply" 
(Category 13) and “Apologise，，(Category 14), among which only "Expanded 
Reply" will display more advanced language structures of students. 
I II 丨 II 丨 V V VI VII VIM IX X RESTRICTED 
REPLY 86.2% 97.8% 96% 93.8% 97% 93.3% 79% 75.9% 65.1% 73.8% 
EXPANDED ‘ ………..••一” … 
REPLY 13.8% 2.2% 4% 6.2% 3% 6.7% 21% 24.1% 34.9% 26.2% 
APOLOGISE 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Table 26. Distribution of the Category 13 and 14 in "Pupil-Respond" 
It is stated in Section 4.2.2.1 that 85% of the turns taken by the students were 
"Respond", which implies the opportunities for the students to speak. However, it 
has been shown even earlier in Section 4.2.1.1 that the amount of students' 
utterances was limited. The findings in the table above suggest that the restricted 
replies were found to take up the largest portion of PR concurrently in all ten 
lessons. Obviously, despite the fact that the teachers tried their best to elicit 
students' oral output by asking a variety of questions, the students limited their 
amount of language use or they tended to simplify the linguistic structures in their 
talk. 
4.4 A BRIEF SUMMARY ON THE CLASSROOM DISCOURSE DATA 
This first part of Chapter 4 on analysing classroom discourse data is an 
empirical study on the classroom talk. Having examined the teacher's and 
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students' talk, it has been shown that the five classes, or alternatively the ten 
lessons, were basically teacher-fronted. The teachers in all ten lessons were shown 
to have taken up the larger portion of classroom talk; however, as illustrated in the 
analysis above, most of their talk were chiefly “initiations，，(83%). This implies 
that the teachers had given the chances for the students to participate in the 
classroom talk, which is supported by the 85% of "responses" found in the 
students' talk. It is therefore dismaying to find the relatively small and limited 
amount of students' utterances in Lesson I to IX, regardless of the statistical results 
virtually showing a positive sign to rather communicative language classrooms. 
In order to explore what has happened concerning the T-L classroom 
interactions in these ten lessons, the second part of this chapter will go into a more 
in-depth analysis of the classroom discourse based on the students' first person 
narratives and comments, which will be insightful and thought-provoking for ESL 
teachers and researchers. 
4.5 FINDINGS BASED ON STUDENTS' INTERVIEW DATA 
The second part of the present study was interviewing the students selected 
from Lesson I to X, aiming to gather students' personal narratives and 
retrospective accounts on the relevant classroom discourse. This is to fit in the 
focus of the present study which is to look into the hidden factors intervening in 
English classroom interaction from students' perspectives. There were altogether 
forty-eight students taking part in the interviews. See Appendix D for the relative 
population of the interviewees to their class, the distribution of the student 
interviewees from the ten lessons, and Appendix E for the codes of the 
interviewees respectively. 
Bearing in mind the four areas concerned in the study (students asking and 
answering questions in class; T-L interaction and classroom learning; students' 
suggestions for pedagogical purposes) as stated in Section 3.5.2, content analysis 
was employed to examine the forty-eight interview transcripts. The upcoming part 
will report the wide spectrum of underlying factors unveiled from the interview 
data. The corresponding percentage of student respondents was counted up and 
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tallied. The calculation was done according to the relative number of student 
interviewees responding to each sub-category over the total number of respondents 
in that particular category. 
4.5.1 Students Asking Questions in English Classroom 
The six key categories identified are the students' 1) reasons for taking the 
initiative to ask questions; 2) moments of raising hand to ask questions; 3) reasons 
for not asking questions in English; 4) reasons for not asking questions during the 
lesson; 5) expectations about teacher's answers and 6) learning from asking 
questions. 
4.5.1.1 Reasons for Taking the Initiative to Ask Questions 
Analysing the students' interview data, the reasons for them to take the 
initiative to ask questions in class were a) to seek answers or solutions, b) to 
explore new knowledge, c) to contribute to whole class learning, as well as 
encouraged by d) the physical advantage that they sat closer to the teacher: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
a seeking Because I forgot the spelling of a word and I wanted to know it. 56% 
b Knowledge Because I think English is quite interesting, so I want to know 250/ 
—exploration more and it's important nowadays. ^ 
^ Contribution to Because I think my questions are constructive...My question is .^o/ 
—whole class learning also other classmates' question. 
d Physical advantage Because [the teacher] was close to my seat at that time. 6% 
Table 27. Students' Reasons for Taking the Initiative to Ask Questions 
It is reflected that more than a half of the student respondents (56%) asked 
questions in class for answers and solutions, followed by one-fourth (25%) of them 
claiming the desire to explore new knowledge and 13% aiming to make 
contribution in whole class learning. 
4.5.1.2 Moments of Raising Hand to Ask Questions 
The two circumstances that were mentioned by the student respondents to 
have raised their hands more likely, in order to ask the teacher questions are a) 
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when the whole class was doing classwork on their own and b) when the teacher 
paused between her teaching or talk. It is seen that nearly 70% of the respondents 
chose to ask in the latter situation. 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
g When the class is I saw the other classmates working on their own tasks. Thinking 
— d o i n g classwork that nobody would notice me, so I asked the teacher at that time. 
When the teacher 
b pauses in speaking/ I would wait till the teacher finished that part of teaching first. 67% 
I teaching 
Table 28. The Moments for the Students To Ask Questions. 
4.5.1.3 Reasons for Not Asking Questions in English 
In Section 4.2.1.2，it has been argued that even if the students talked in 
front of the class, they did not speak inevitably in English. It was observed that 
some students asked questions in Cantonese during the lesson. The following table 
shows the variety of reasons that they did not ask questions in English: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
D • 什 . , � . Sometimes when I didn't know how to express my thoughts in 
^ ' J fJ " !„ English, and it was really difficult for me to talk. Therefore, we [ � a expressing in 口 •• , • � 丄 . ^ ^ ‘ 75% English usually asked the teacher questions in Cantonese, not in 
English. 
Lack of confidence …丨 don't have the confidence to speak [in English], I dare not to .250/ 
speak in English in front of a teacher. . 
c Shyness I was shy to ask the teacher [in English]. 12.5% 
Table 29. Students' Reasons for Not Asking Questions in English. 
While an equal percentage (12.5%) is revealed in students' lack of confidence or 
shyness to ask questions in English in class respectively, 75% of the respondents 
conveyed that they had faced the difficulty in asking questions in English. 
4.5.1.4 Reasons for Not Asking Questions in Class 
Interestingly enough, the student respondents expressed a wider range of 
reasons for not asking questions during the lesson, with 40% of the respondents 
claiming they worried about interrupting the others' learning if they had asked 
questions in class. The results are demonstrated here: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
a Perception of My classmates were quiet in yesterday's class, except chatting 40% 
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interrupting the class with each other. If I asked questions, the classmates either didn't 
understand my questions or they would feel annoyed if they knew 
the answers already. 
…丨 wouldn't ask my teacher immediately because I've been 
b Teacher phobia afraid of teachers since my childhood.... I named it as "teacher 8% 
phobia". So I wouldn't ask my teacher first but my classmates. 
Difficulty in Because an English word like "who" can be used in various ways, 
c expressing in I was so confused by the variety in English vocabulary that I dare 8% 
—Engl ish not put up my hand to ask. 
d Shyness ... perhaps it was because I was shy. I worried that I couldn't 阶 
express myself well... � 
g Understanding I rarely asked questions because I understood yesterday's lesson 狄 
—without question generally. 
f Teachina stvie The teacher usually repeats what she has explained in English 只�/ 
again in Cantonese afterwards. � 
Because things related to the topic she taught could be read from 
a book which my father bought from a bookshop, it's [published] 
G Other ways to learn by Longman and Oxford... a thick exercise book which I could 8% 
check when I didn't understand the lesson. Or I could ask my 
father, as he would tell me as well. 
I need to ask the teacher if I have questions in my mind, 
h Lack of confidence Nonetheless, I don't have the courage to ask the teacher... the 4% 
teacher won't attend to me. 
j Saving time for note- [If I had asked questions,] I would have not enough time to take 
[taking |the notes and thus learnt less. 
Table 30. Students' Reasons for Not Asking Questions in Class. 
Further discussion will be made in the next chapter to investigate the restrictive 
factors for the students to ask the teacher questions in class. 
4.5.1.5 Expectations about Teacher's Answers 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
a aniwLreTsofutlons � h e teacher] could help me solve the problem. 36% 
b More detailed I wanted the teacher to tell me more about my question... better 
—explanation a more detailed explanation. � 
Hints on applying 
c knowledge in daily ... or she could teach me how to apply the examples in reality. 18% 
[life 
Table 31. Students' Expectations on Teacher's Answer. 
Although it has been shown previously that most students asked questions 
for answers or solutions and the statistics above generally support the claim (36%), 
it can be suggested that the students looked for more than these. 46% of the 
student respondents expected more detailed explanation from the teacher. 
4.5.1.6 Learning from Asking Questions 
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The student respondents reported that besides the answers or solutions they 
asked for or new vocabulary and sentence structure, they had realised the 
importance of raising questions in learning through asking questions: 
Sub-category gxcerpts Total 
^ Answers/ solutions ^, ^ � i . • � •丄. ^^ � 
asked for The answer that I want... a detailed explanation. 33.3% 
b New vocabulary or I could learn some new vocabularies or ways of making 狄 —sentence structure se门t6门ces. 
e The importance of I've learnt to ask whenever I have questions. I realised that I „ „ 狄 
Iraising questions |couldn't accumulate things that I didn't understand. , � 
Table 32. Students' Learning from Asking Questions. 
4.5.2 Students Answering Questions in English Classroom 
Looking at students answering teacher's questions in class, there are six 
categories noticed in the interview data: 1) reasons for taking the initiative to 
answer questions; 2) reasons for calling out the answer without teacher's 
nomination; 3) reasons for answering in private turns; 4) reasons for nodding or 
shaking head to answer questions; 5) reasons for not taking the initiative in 
answering questions; and 6) learning from answering questions. 
4.5.2.1 Reasons for Taking the Initiative to Answer Questions 
Seven different reasons were suggested by the student respondents: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
g Teacher's If the teacher asked who knew the answer, then I would raise my .^o/ 
encouragement hand. 
C • • In fact, I really wanted to answer [the teacher] in English. For 
b answerina^th^ example, when she asked the other classmates a question, I had ^go/ 
teacher an answer in my mind actually and wanted to raise my hand to � 
answer it. 
c 二 I f 二 二 i n When I could make sure that I was able to answer the question. 26% 
.Rewards given by We could get a "coupon" for answering each question [even 20� / 
— t h e teacher regardless of a wrong answer] 
This was due to my past experience. In the past, I actively 
e Influences from answered teacher's questions to show off. Gradually I developed 
past experiences the habit to take the initiative to answer teacher's questions. Now 
I want to know if my answer is right or not. 
f Good proficiency in I'm good at this subject. But since I want to achieve more, I'll take ^o/ 
—English more initiative in answering teacher's questions. � 
StoD wasting time on Because no one was going to answer. I didn't want the class to 
g waiSng for answers waste time on waiting for the answer, so I took the initiative to 15% 
[answer that question. 
Table 33. Students' Reasons for Taking the Initiative to Answer Questions. 
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Most respondents (26%) reflected that they would or had taken the initiative to 
answer questions only when they felt sure about the answer. The implications of 
this phenomenon will be more explored later in Chapter 5. 
4.5.2.2 Reasons for Calling Out the Answer without Teacher's Nomination 
In analysing the classroom discourse transcripts, it came across several 
times that some students did not wait for teacher's nomination to answer questions, 
but directly calling out the answers. Six various reasons were suggested by the 
interviewees: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
Just to add a voice... the teacher would be embarrassed if she 
a Echoing asked whether we understood or not, but no one answered her. 7% 
Some classmates answered her and I added one voice. 
b Getting teacher's If I really speak, even if it's wrong, I'll call out my answer and let p-io/ 
—attention the teacher to correct it for me. ° 
c Being bored Sometimes I felt bored during the lesson. 15% 
d Avoiding unwanted The one who raises the hand would attract more attention. As I 
—attention sit at the front, I prefer telling my teacher the answers directly. � _ _ 
e To relax and It would be less boring, but more relaxing and pleasant... it would 210/ 
—entertain be a torture if i couldn't speak freely. ° 
f A natural response It was natural to speak out spontaneously. 21% 
Table 34. Students' Reasons for Calling Out the Answer Without Teacher's Nomination. 
About one-fifth of the student respondents correspondingly explained that they 
called out the answer either to get teacher's attention or to relax and entertain, or 
because of their naturalness. 
4.5.2.3 Reasons for Answering in Private Turns 
As specified in Section 2.3.4.5, "private turns", which are referred to as the 
quiet and unnoticed turns taken by language learners to practice the target language 
"through talk directed at himself and not shared with the teacher or other learners" 
(Allwright, 1980，p. 77), were regularly spotted in certain lessons observed. 
Irrespective of their limiting nature on verbal participation, quite a number of the 
students were seen to have taken private turns. Surprisingly, ten various reasons 
were given by the student respondents: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
a Speaking is faster Because I spoke faster than I could raise my hand. If I had time, I 14% 
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— t h a n hand-raising I would answer while I was putting up my hand. 
b altem^ive^answer(s) When I had another answer for the question she was asking... 8% 
Uncertainty towards ‘ wasn't sure if my answer was correct... When I answered in 
c their own answer Private turns, at least I tried to say the sentence out, though I 8% 
wasn't sure if my answer was correct finally. 
Because I thought putting up my hand would make me 
Hand-raisina attracts "e她扣�dinary". It would be strange if every one looked at me. 
d unwanted attention However, if I answered in private turns, the teacher would tell me 14% 
whether I was right or not if she could hear me. Yet the other 
students wouldn't be able to hear me, so this was a better way. 
g Avoiding making the It was already noisy in the classroom, I didn't want to make it ^ ~ 
—classroom noisy noisier. 
f "Teacher phobia" 丨'm�ather anxious [as] she's a teacher. I'm afraid that she'll scold 
me if my answer is wrong... and being punished by her slightly. � 
Perception of Because I didn't want to raise my hand... I worried that my 
interrupting the class classmates would think I had interrupted their learning. 
h 二二二二二�g a I wasn't brave enough to answer the question because I worried ^oo/ 
making mistakes that I would have made mistakes. 
j Less pressurized Answering in private turns was like talking casually, so I would 
have less pressure. 
j Showing the effort to I would feel I had answered teacher's questions already, and I ” � � / 
answer was still a good student in this sense. 
Table 35. Students' Reasons for Answering in Private Turns. 
22% of the student respondents showed their worries of giving a wrong answer or 
making mistakes, so that they took a private turn instead, to avoid unnecessary 
embarrassment or "losing face". Similarly, 14% of the respondents thought raising 
their hand would have attracted unwanted attention, and thus they preferred private 
turns more. Another noteworthy finding is that 14% of them regarded the private 
turns as an alternative way of showing themselves the effort to answer teacher's 
questions, albeit the others would not notice their effort. The next chapter will 
come back to this striking point. 
4.5.2.4 Reasons for Nodding or Shaking Head to Answer Questions 
While students' verbal participation in language classroom is always taken 
for granted, non-verbal participation of students should also be noted. From the 
classroom discourse data, it was disclosed that the students sometimes just nodded 
or shook their heads to answer teacher's questions. The possible reasons are as 
follow: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
Avoidinq unwanted 叩 e teacher] asked us whether we understood or not, I nodded 
a attentio^ to show her I understood... No classmates responded to her 43% 
Iverbally. If I said it, it would be very odd. 
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. IContinuing to listen |[l meant to say no]... I didn't want to "say" it... I prefer listening to ~ “ 
to the teacher the teacher. 
^ A quicker and more ~ ~ ！ “ 
c convenient way was quicker and more convenient. 29% 
d 二二巧二二fr^广 To show the teacher that I've understood what she said. 14% 
Table 36. Students' Reasons for Nodding or Shaking Head to Answer Questions. 
Once again, nearly half (43%) of the respondents preferred non-verbal 
participation in class to avoid unwanted attention in class. What was exactly 
meant by the students as "unwanted attention" will be explored afterwards. 
4.5.2.5 Reasons for Not Taking the Initiative in Answering Questions 
Having recognized the students' reasons for answering questions, this part 
provides their reasons for not taking the initiative to answer: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
a 二 r二 t二二 " g ^ [Because] it's embarrassing to have taken the initiative, but giving 4 ” / 
making mistakes ^ wrong answer. ^ 
Uncertainty towards 丨丨丨 ‘ can make sure my answer is right, otherwise, I won't 
b their own answers Put up my hand. I only raise my hand when I know the answer is 26% 
correct. 
c Passiveness 丨 waited for the other students to answer [teacher's questions]... I “ ^ 
haven't thought about why. 
I have "English phobia". I don't feel good towards the English 
d English phobia language... English isn't my mother tongue. When I speak, I'm 3% 
full of worries... 
Difficulty in — 
e expressing in I didn't know how to tell the answer in English. 3% 
—English 
Preference of 
f hearinq alternative 丁 h e r e were some classmates who liked calling out the answers 
answers and from whom I could know alternative answers. 
Insufficient "silent , u ^ r g time" wasn t ready for answering questions yet. 3% 
Table 37. Students’ Reasons for Not Taking the Initiative in Answering Questions. 
Comparing to the 22% of the respondents expressing their worries of unexpected 
mistakes as one reason for taking private turns, almost a double amount of 
respondents (41%) gave this same reason for not taking the initiative to answer 
teacher's questions. What follows is the students' uncertainty towards their own 
answers (26%), and next their passiveness (15%). It is worth mentioning that 3% 
of the students pointed out the insufficient amount of time given by the teacher 
before they were ready to talk and the same percentage of the students brought up 
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their feeling of "English phobia", implying the students' anxiety in using or 
speaking English. 
4.5.2.6 Learning from Answering Questions 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
3 Learnt to think in a For those who always raise their hands, they'll have learnt to think ~ ~ “ " " “ 
_ better way more thoroughly to answer a question. 
b Confidence gained """he classmates who have answered correctly will gain 590/ 
confidence in themselves. 
c Learnt to verbalise I've learnt to verbalize my ideas, like translating my thoughts from ” � / 
I the ideas | Cantonese into English. 丄（ 
Table 38. Students' Learning from Answering Questions. 
Strikingly, 59% of the respondents admitted that they had gained 
confidence from answering teacher's questions. Nearly one-third leamt to 
verbalise their ideas in their acts of answering, in addition to one-fifth of them 
learning to think in a better way. The results show a significant implication that 
for those students who lack confidence in the answers and themselves. 
4.5.3 Teacher-Learner Interaction and Classroom Learning 
The center of attention in this section will fall on the hidden motivating and 
de-motivating factors for students' verbal participation in English classroom 
interaction. Eight categories distinguished are: 1) motivating factors for speaking 
(in English) in class; 2) types of classroom atmosphere encouraging verbal 
interactions; 3) positive effects of verbal interactions in classroom learning; 4) de-
motivating factors for speaking (in English) in class; 5) types of classroom 
atmosphere discouraging verbal interactions; 6) negative effects and 7) positive 
effects of non-verbal interactions in classroom learning; and 8) things in mind 
when learning in silence. 
4.5.3.1 Motivating Factors for Speaking (in English) in Class 
Certainly, students' verbal participation should always be encouraged in a 
language classroom; it is therefore worth having a closer look on the motivating 
factors for students to speak in classroom: 
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Sub-category Excerpts Total 
Only if the teacher is a native English speaker, then I'll talk to 
a Teacher factor him/her in English. Because I'll speak in Cantonese if the teacher 5% 
is a Chinese. 
Obliaation of Because this is required. If one forgets to bring her/his book, s/he 
b "English-only" needs to first say "sorry" and then tell the teacher that s/he 10% 
forgets to bring the book in English. 
Interesting When the teacher talked about some interesting life issues, it 
c discussion topics/ stimulated my thinking and I would have more to say. 12% 
—classroom activities 
Understanding or ~ 
d acceptance from If my classmates accept the others to have made mistakes and ^o/ 
classmates for stop laughing at them, I'll try to speak more. 
一 making mistakes 
e 二t二re ^ language Because it was an English language class. 7% 
f Expressing opinion/ When I had my opinion and I wanted to share with my 川 
—sharing ideas classmates. 
g Echoing I spoke to echo my classmates. 2% 
h classroom Because everyone in our class is very outgoing and talkative, I 彳， 
atmosphere fee' free to speak in class at any time. � 
j Asking questions When I didn't understand or had questions, I would ask or talk to 21� / 
the teacher. 
j Curiosity of learning I wanted to know if my answer was right or not. 2% 
k 丨二二二二 EngMsh" Because I like this subject and want to learn more. 12% 
I Good relationship The teacher and we are like friends, we feel free to speak during ^o/ 
with the teacher the lesson. 
Table 39. Motivating Factors for the Students to Speak (in English) in Class. 
About one-fifth of the respondents spoke in class in order to ask questions. 12% 
were motivated by either by the good classroom atmosphere or interesting 
classroom activities respectively. The same percentage is also seen in the sub-
category of students' “interest or desire in learning English". 10% of the 
respondents spoke to express or share their own opinion and another 10% spoke in 
English because of the “English-only rule" adopted in class. Inferring from the 
above, classroom atmosphere has played a role in encouraging students' verbal 
participation. The types of classroom atmosphere provoking output, as suggested 
by the interviewees, are summarised in the coming section. 
4.5.3.2 Types of Classroom Atmosphere Encouraging Verbal Interactions 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
In my primary school, students were divided into small groups for 
a Small group learning discussion. It was better as all of us participated. And it was not 6% 
necessary to sit with our friends in order to achieve this. 
b Relaxing and If the teacher can teach in a pleasant and simple way, the 59% 
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pleasant students will learn more and feel happier to talk... Since all of us 
are relaxed, I'll try to speak in English more in simple sentences. 
c More interactive More interactive will be better since the pressure is less. The ^ Q, 
Iclassmates may not laugh at you even if you've made mistakes. Table 40. Types of Classroom Atmosphere Encouraging Verbal Interactions. 
The three types of good classroom atmosphere point towards a "less 
pressurizing" learning environment. While nearly 60% of the respondents 
supported a relaxing and pleasant classroom, the remaining 40% preferred an 
interactive-like classroom. 
4.5.3.3 Positive Effects of Verbal Interactions in Classroom Learning 
Knowing the "causes" for students' output, this section will report the 
"effects" of their verbal interactions in classroom learning: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
a 二二二 :二行ect丨ve [This] will be more effective as all [students] can be more . 
understanding activated and are willing to participate... 
b Creating a good if all of us participate, we'll feel more closed to each other which 
—learning atmosphere encourage people to raise their questions. 
If 丨 speak in English more, I'll know more vocabularies. This may _ More chances tor , , , .丄. ,• ,, c learning help my performance in the examination, as I learn the usage 18% 
when I've spoken it before. 
7 Gaining confidence ，？nfidence willbe increased, that is I can talk to the others in 雷。 
English more confidently... I'll dare to speak in English. 
If you can talk to the teacher, the teacher can correct the 
Learning from verbal ⑴丨二 tak，s that youVe made for you. This would enhance your 
mistakes understanding and memory... If you talk more, you'll know more 18% 
about the usage and pronunciation at least. If you don't, you 
won't understand, of course. 
Building up speaking My grammar skills [would be most benefited from it]. And my 
f and communication ability to express myself, that is, [my] English speaking skills. 22% 
—ski l l s Because our class is weak in oral English like poor pronunciation. 
— Importance of verbal … 乂 叫 , 丨 丨 丨 酬 the language only when you speak and listen to it 
g production more. If you just listen to the teacher and not speak or do 7% 
— anything on it, you won't be able to understand the others indeed. 
h Thought-provoking Learning through verbal interaction could stimulate my thinking. 1% 
i 二 二 二 a p p l y i n g This enabled me to apply what I'd learnt in a more lively way. 2% 
Arouslna the interest 丨 Perceived the lesson as more communicative when the teacher 
j in English talked to us more. And this helped arouse my interest in the 1% 
subject as well. 
Table 41. Students' Perceived Positive Effects of Verbal Interactions in Classroom Learning. 
Most student respondents reflected the help of verbal participation in improving 
their oral proficiency. 22% of the respondents indicated that the verbal interaction 
with the teacher would boost their speaking and communication skills, and 7% 
111 
explicitly reckoned the importance of output. More significantly, about one-fifth 
of the respondents spoke about the benefits from making mistakes. This possibly 
will help enlighten some students on taking risk in speaking in class. 
4.5.3.4 De-motivating Factors for Speaking (in English) in Class 
As for the de-motivating factors for the students to speak or speak in 
English, there are seventeen reasons manifested in the interview data: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
...it depended on the way the teacher talked. If she talked in a 
a Teaching style dull way, the class wouldn't be activated. She talked dullishly and 3% 
we listened to her passively. 
Difficulty in I just knew how to express my thoughts in Cantonese. I didn't 
b expressing in know how to translate them into English, so I kept speaking in 31% 
一English Cantonese. 
...it depends on my mood and emotion... if [the teacher] asked 
c Mood of learning questions when I was in a bad mood, I wouldn't take the initiative 3% 
to answer her even if I knew the answer. 
Listening to new If the teacher teaches something that I have never learnt in 
d knowledge than primary school like tense and preposition, then I will listen to her 3% 
—talking more than taking the initiative to talk. 
e Teacher phobia I have "teacher phobia". 8% 
Anxiety in soeakina ‘ knew [verbal participation] would help, but I was really anxious. 
f cnniich So, I dared not to speak even if I knew the answers... I feared of 8% •n criQiisn _ • _ i> • i • speaking [in English] wrongly. 
We get used to speaking in Cantonese, it'll bring laughter in class 
Language attitudes if I suddenly speak in English... Because we mostly speak in 
g towards speaking Cantonese in the English lessons. On one hand we are asked to 3% 
English speak in English suddenly, and we couldn't speak well, therefore 
we feel odd 
h Uncertainty towards If I could make sure the answer is correct, I would [answer] in 
一 their own answer English. Otherwise, I would [answer] in Cantonese. 
i Shyness I was afraid to talk. [I was] shy... 4% 
Worries of giving a Being teased by the other classmates. They liked to laugh at the 
j wrong answer/ others whenever possible. When you spoke something wrong, 20% 
一 making mistake they would laugh at you crazily. 
Once in a lesson, I really wanted to answer the teacher in 
. . . . , . English. The teacher suddenly asked the class "whose book is ,Avoid ing unwanted .. . , ^ ,. „.., „ , ^ k attention then I immediately answered her "it's mine . The classmates 4% 
sitting at the front all looked at me which made me so 
embarrassed. 
. . . . . . If I talk first, it will be too noisy and I can't hear the teacher. 
I classroorrTnoi'sv ^ Because she speaks gently, if I want to [hear her]，I need to be 1% 
quieter. 
m 二 丨 二 b y Because no one [the teacher] talked to me. 1 % 
I didn't speak in English because I wanted to make jokes in class 
n To relax have fun with my classmates. It wasn't necessary to keep 2� / 
learning throughout the whole lesson. Some time for relaxation ° 
was needed. 
Saving time for 
o digesting and I needed time to think. 1% 
—thinking 
p Perception of I didn't want to interrupt the class. 4% 
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interrupting the class 
„ Lack of chances to ~ “ ~ T T ！ ； “ 
q speak 丨 lacked the chances to speak. 2% 
Table 42. Students' Perceived De-motivating Factors for Speaking (in English) in Class. 
Re-echoing the findings in Section 4.6.1.3，4.6.2.3 and 4.6.2.5，the majority of the 
student respondents (31%) highlighted the difficulty facing them in using English 
to express their thoughts, followed by 20% of the respondents voicing the worries 
of taking risks in speaking English. 
4.5.3.5 Types of Classroom Atmosphere Discouraging Verbal Interactions fin 
English) in Class 
Similar to the types of classroom atmosphere encouraging students' verbal 
participation, there are also three types of classroom atmosphere which would 
discourage the students from speaking in class: 
Sub-categoiy Excerpts Total 
If the teacher teaches in a boring way, and without any interesting 
a Boring ideas but teaching the book, we can't concentrate on the lesson 50% 
probably. 
b Serious/ forma卜like 八 serious or formal-like lesson would make me feel 
“ uncomfortable and confused. I didn't know what to do or say. 
c Silence/ lack of I felt I was the only person in the classroom when I was the only ^ 防 
I classmates' echoing |one to answer or speak. 
Table 43. Types of Classroom Atmosphere Discouraging Verbal Interactions (in English) in Class. 
A second time, these results emphasize the importance of a relaxing and interactive 
learning environment. Whereas 50% of the student respondents found a boring 
lesson intensely discouraging, the remaining half revealed that a formal and not 
interactive classroom would disfavour verbal participation in class. 
4.5.3.6 Negative Effects of Non-verbal Interactions in Classroom Learning 
The outcomes of students' lack of output in language classroom have been 
suggested by many researchers and teachers; then what did the students think of 
the negative effects of non-verbal interactions in class? Four possible 
consequences were given by the student respondents: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
a 二 i • 二 I f you remain in silence, you'll be more passive. For those who 10% 
pqoolV^iltyoo . •“ • .. . « . •产 , 
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are shy, they'll even talk 丨ess. They won't ask if they have a 
question. They will just keep the question in mind. 
b Limiting chances for I won't keep silent anymore which would accumulate the things ~ ~ 
一 learning that I don't understand, and hence I would leam less. 
Hindering There'll be little improvement... For example, if I don't ask when I 
c Improvement have a question in mind, I won't know the right answer. I may 20% 
make mistakes repeatedly and unconsciously. 
d Boring and When I remained in silent, I felt bored and my mind went ^ 
Idistracting ["wandering". ��� 
Table 44. Students' Perceived Negative Effects of Non-verbal Interactions in Classroom Learning. 
An equal population of the respondents (35%) agreed that non-verbal participation 
during English lessons would limit their chances of learning as well as leading to a 
boring and distracting learning environment. One-third of them also saw that 
silence allowed passiveness (10%), besides its hindrance of improvement. 
Comparing with the findings in Section 4.6.3.3, the significance of verbal 
production in classroom interaction is affirmed from students' own perspectives as 
well. 
4.5.3.7 Positive Effects of Non-verbal Interactions in Classroom Learning 
Noticeably, positive effects if learning in silence were also suggested by the 
student respondents: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
I won't say I can't learn anything, at least I can concentrate 
g More concentrating more... For passive learning, I can know more clearly about the 的� / 
on the lesson pronunciation of words and the appropriate ways of combining 
words into sentences. 
b digestlng^and When I didn't speak in class, I had more time to digest what the 
thinking teacher had just taught. ° 
Table 45. Students' Perceived Positive Effects of Non-verbal Interactions in Classroom Learning. 
While the student respondents claimed non-verbal participation would help them 
concentrate more in class (65%) or enable them to digest the lesson (35%), what 
exactly was in their minds when they leamt in silence was also investigated and the 
findings are presented in the next subcategory. 
4.5.3.8 Things in Mind When Learning in Silence 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
Comprehending Sometimes I didn't understand the teacher, and I would look up in 
a teacher's the textbook. I was then look like learning passively and quietly, 42% 
[questions/ talk [but I would look up in the textbook. I was then look like passive 
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and quiet, but my mind was actually processing . 
b Receiving knowledge Yes, I was [learning]. 30%~~ 
Distracted mind/ 
c daydreaming in To tell myself "don't sleep, don't sleep, don't sleep"... 26% 
silence 
d ^h lnd^ lagging 丨…躬 worrying that I couldn't finish copying down all the notes. 2% 
Table 46. Things in Students' Mind When Learning in Silence. 
Strange though it may appear, students' non-verbal participation does not 
ultimately mean they are not or stop learning. More than 70% of the student 
respondents acknowledged their “mental” participation instead of verbal 
participation during the lesson, when they remained silent. Less than about one-
third of the respondents reported that silence had distracted their attention or 
caused them to daydream. 
Having understood the hidden factors or intentions implied in students' 
classroom performance, the forthcoming last section will report on the suggestions 
raised by the forty-eight student interviewees concerning teacher-learner classroom 
interaction. 
4.5.4 Students' Suggestions for English Teacher 
This section is concerned about four categories, which may answer the 
following questions: 
1) How has the teacher's image affected students' verbal performance in the 
lessons studied? 
2) What images and roles do the students expect from the English teacher? 
3) What can the English teacher do to promote T-L classroom interaction? 
4) What can the English teacher do to promote speaking English in class? 
The data presented in this section will be drawn upon to throw light on the 
pedagogical implications regarding second language classroom interaction. 
4.5.4.1 Influences of Teacher's Image 
As told by the student respondents, teacher's image might be influential to 
their verbal participation in T-L classroom interaction: 
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Sub-category Excerpts Total 
Basically, she's a disciplinary teacher and students' impression 
a Teacher phobia on her is what a disciplinary teacher is like... somehow negative. 91 % 
Students won't attend to her much. 
Some schools may employ foreign teachers to teach English, but 
b Teacher factor I don't think they give a sense of solidarity to me. I think it's 9% 
Iwarmer to be taught by Chinese teachers. 
Table 47. Students' Perceived Influences of Teacher's Image 
It is impressive that more than 90% of the respondents directly mentioned "teacher 
phobia" during the interview, and about 10% talked about other aspects related to 
the teacher. These findings will be further explicated later on. 
4.5.4.2 Expected Images and Roles of the English Teacher in the Classroom 
To achieve a more in-depth investigation on how the English teacher will 
affect students' oral production in class, the student interviewees were asked to talk 
about the expected images and roles of the English teacher in their mind. The 
following table summarises seven ideas expressed by them. 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
[The teacher] needs to be more active since [English] itself is a 
Playing a role in boring subject. If she still teaches in a dull way, it will affect 
g arousing students' students' mood which disturbs their concentration on the lesson. 
interest in 丨earning However, if she can teach in a way like using different , � 
English intonations, the students may enjoy the lesson more, instead of 
"praying for the end of the lesson earlier". 
b Passing on To teach us in a way that we can understand what she means... ^ 
—knowledge and the usage is already enough. 
e Developing good …as a Chinese to teach English... a rather friendly role, to teach ^ ~ 
—teacher �mage English friendly. ” � 
SuDervlsina and 八 senior who teaches the juniors. A good English teacher is one 
d guiSing who can teach well... One who won't keep teaching the book and 22% 
— doesn't talk about the issues beyond the book. This'll be boring. 
Maintaining an Like in our Chinese lessons, the teacher should implement [the 
e English-speaking "English only" rule]. This may help enhance our English 7% 
一environment proficiency. 
f showingconcem ^he teacher should be caring and listen to the students. 13% 
g ？elatlLTsmpw^uT"^ The teacher needs to develop a good friendship with the 15�/� 
[students |students. ° 
Table 48. Students' Expected Images and Roles of English Teacher in Classroom. 
In addition to passing on knowledge (27%), 22% of the respondents expected the 
teacher to supervise and guide them to apply their knowledge in daily life as well. 
While 9% and 7% of the respondents anticipated that the teacher would take up the 
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role in arousing their interest in learning English and maintain an English speaking 
environment respectively, which are for academic purposes, more than one-fifth of 
the respondents desired a shorter distance from the teacher. 15% of them desired 
for a closer relationship with the teacher and 7% believed that a good teacher 
image would be encouraging. 
4.5.4.3 Suggested Actions to Promote T-L Interaction 
Comparing with how English teacher should be like to motivate students' 
verbal participation in class, the study is more interested in what an English teacher 
can do. Totally nine subcategories are identified from the interview data: 
Sub-category Excerpts Total 
To teach through games more. To teach in an interesting way 
which can prevent us from sitting still [in the classroom], as this 
will make us unwilling to move anymore. On the other hand, if 
a Using games one moves [takes the initiative in speaking], then the others will 47% 
move also. This increases our ability to interact with the 
teacher...Teach the students to appreciate others' good attempt 
in learning. 
b Moral teaching The teacher needs to educate the class that not to laugh at the 奶 
others even if they've made mistakes. 
c appreciation/ And to comment on the person positively for s/he has tried the 9� / 
encouragement best. 
Allowinc! "silent At the beginning, don't talk to us in advanced level of English, 
d time" Gradually, I think the students will try interacting with the teacher 3% 
in English. 
e Teachinq style During the lesson, the teacher must teach in a way that arouses ^o/ 
y students' interest in English. 
f qSons° ta ! k i ng Talk to us more talk to us in English more. If we don't 
more to the students understand, we'll ask. 
Raising interesting [The teacher] can teach us something interesting in English or QQ, 
g topics of discussion ask about the students' daily lives. 
Being less stern... more empathetic and regard themselves 
h Developing a good (teachers) as a member of us (students). When they become 防 
teacher image one of us, we'll be less defensive. We'll participate and speak 
more. 
Creatina chances for The teacher should avoid talking on her own all the time, as this 
i students to talk would be very boring. S/he should create more chances to invite 1% 
[students to participate in the talk. 
Table 49. Students' Suggested Actions to Promote T-L Interaction. 
Obviously, approximately half of the respondents were in support of using games 
in classroom teaching to encourage them to speak. About one-fifth claimed that 
the teacher should ask more questions or talk to them more, instead of keep talking 
on her own. Among other categories, the category of "moral teaching" was first 
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time mentioned by the respondents despite of its relatively small population (4%), 
and this will be further discussed in the next chapter. 
4.5.4.4 Suggested Actions to Promote Speaking English in Class 
Proceeding to the last subcategory, this section goes over the actions 
English teacher can take to promote the “English-only，，classroom, as suggested by 
the students interviewed: 
Sub-category Excerpts Tota 遍 
a Ingush profidenclr 丁0 organize some English enhancement programs. 9% 
Develooinq a aood Firstly, the teacher has to develop a good relationship with the 
b relationship students. They should not talk like between a teacher and 
with students students but as friends. This makes the students accept to talk to 
the teacher in English more. 
Trying different ways I believe classroom English learning isn't limited in books. 
^ to arouse Materials beyond the book can be used, like our English teacher, 州, 
students' interest in who uses some pictures or things to teach us English. This helps 
一 classroom learning arouse our interest in the English language. 
Obliaation of [The teacher] follows the rule that she only answers us in English 
d "Enaiish-onlv" when we ask questions in English. And she needs to explain to 15% 
us in English much more detailed than she'll do so in Cantonese. 
e questfons7talkinq 彻 teacher ought to ask more questions in English to get the 230/ 
more to the students students speak in English. ^ 
f Teachina stvie 丁0 add some "helping words" in [the teacher's] talk to make it .刚 
g y I more lively. 
Table 50. Students' Suggested Actions to Promote Speaking English in Class 
The results match with the claims made earlier by the students that they 
faced the difficulty in expressing their thoughts in English, as well as worrying 
making unnecessary mistakes. Consequently, nearly one-tenth of the respondents 
reflected the needs of enhancing students' English proficiency first in order to 
promote speaking English in class. About 15% of the respondents said that they 
would like the teacher to better their teaching style, like using more lively 
vocabulary, slowing down their talk or pausing between questions. Another 15% 
of the respondents regarded teacher's obligation of using English in classroom was 
effective. In fact, most student interviews did not support this obligation in 
English classroom. 
More importantly, an equal percentage (23%) was taken up by "trying 
different ways to arouse students' interests in classroom learning" and "asking 
more questions/ talking more to the students". To understand the underlying 
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causes, the next chapter will elucidate students' recounts on the points mentioned 
above. 
4.6 A BRIEF SUMMARY ON THE STUDENT INTERVIEW DATA 
The second part of this chapter is concerned with the qualitative data 
collected from the interviews with forty-eight student interviewees. The data 
provide insight into some categories and subcategories, from which the inquiries 
stated in the Section 4.4 and the research questions are answered. 
The remarkable findings from the above are that students showed much 
concern when they were to speak, specifically concern about imaking mistakes and 
attracting classmates' attention. What is more, the findings indicate that the 
teachers themselves also play an essential part in affect students' verbal 
participation in class. 
The coming chapter will offer an in-depth discussion of the major findings 
from the classroom discourse and student interview data presented in this chapter, 
in response to the four research questions guiding the present study so far. 
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
In an attempt to answer the four research questions guiding the present study, 
Chapter 5 will go deeply into the findings discerned from the classroom discourse and 
student interview data. Having identified the general patterns and features of the 
teacher-learner classroom interaction in the five classes, the discussion will first look 
for the clues from the teacher and student talk. Thereupon, attention will be directed 
to students' voices - the focus of the study — from which the hidden factors for their 
classroom performance (verbal and non-verbal participation) will be dug out. 
This chapter is basically divided into three parts in response to students' 
non-verbal and verbal participation in English classroom. To begin with, the teacher 
and student talk will be reviewed, followed by a comprehensive examination of 
students' narratives concerning both verbal and non-verbal classroom participation. 
This is aimed to, from the students' perspectives, offer possible answers and solutions 
concerning the first three research questions. 
5.2 STUDENTS' PARTICIPATION IN ENGLISH CLASSROOM: 
AN OVERVIEW 
It has been presented that the teacher generally occupied 89% of the 
classroom talk in a lesson, 29% of the teacher's turns were "Elicit" (Category 1) after 
all. This suggests that the teacher talk might not inevitably be a monologue, but she 
also tried to invite the students to verbally participate through asking questions. This 
assumption is empirically supported by the fact that 85% of the students' speaking 
turns are "Respond" (see Section 4.2.2.1), which seemingly indicates a good many 
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opportunities for them to interact with the teacher. However ironically, as expected in 
many ESL classrooms, students' utterances were found to take up only one-tenth of 
the total in a lesson, which is a rather small amount of talk. To investigate the 
underlying causes, the upcoming part of discussion will look into teacher's elicitation, 
which concerns the initiation of students' talk in classroom. 
5.2.1 Types of Teachers' Elicitation and Students' Responses 
The center of discussion below will be put on teacher's "Elicit" in 
"Teacher-Initiate" for its diverse types of questions serving to promote students' 
verbal participation. The seven subcategories in teacher's “Elicit，，defined by Tsui 
(1985) are restated in the following table: 
.一::二:二 • 丨護•丨fe? ： ： j i i i ^減：： 
！‘ a. Factual Question 
b. Yes-No Question a. Opining Question Either repeating the 
c. Reasoning Question b. Information Question preceding question 
I d. Explanation Question J or simplifying it 
Table 51. Summary of Subcategories in "Elicit" (modified from Tsui, 1985) 
Among the various types of questions, Bam (1969) and Tsui (1985) agreed 
that open questions such as reasoning questions are more effective in stimulating 
students' verbal production since this type of question invites more than one 
acceptable answers (see Section 2.3.4.3). Yet pinpointed by Tsui (1985), open 
questions like factual questions which usually begin with "what" are indeed 
restrictive, because they ask for an expected and appropriate answer. In order to 
check students' knowledge and progress, teachers are more likely to ask factual 
questions in classroom. This has not only circumscribed students' creative use of 
language, but also has the amount of student talk limited. Even worse, if the teacher 
introduces the factual question as an "information-filling" type, rather than 
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"information-seeking", the students are more discouraged to speak as freely as they 
want to: 
Example 1: 
r : What will happen if you have this/ eyelid surgery?/1 think/ quite a lot of 
people like to take this surgery I think/ yes if I undergo this surgery what 
will happen?/ my eyes will become.. •/ anybody? 
S: More beautiful 
(Extracted from Lesson IX) 
To encourage more genuine replies from the students, referential questions (or 
termed as "genuine questions" by Tsui) are recommended, as it works effectively in 
generating and sustaining interactions between the teacher and the student(s). 
Considering the wide range of possible answers, referential or genuine questions 
grant the students the "freedom" to express and verbalise their thoughts without 
restraint. In Tsui's (1985) system, genuine questions are further categorised as 
"opining" and "information" questions, which can restrain students' “mere parroting" 
(p. 13) and hence their tendency of confining the amount of talk. 
Regarding the classroom discourse data, the following table shows the 
relative percentages of the different types of questions asked by the teachers in 
Lesson I to IX: 
Category Label Percentage (%) 
1A (a) Factual Question 26.2 
— 1 A (b) Yes-No Question 36.7 
1A (c) Reasoning Question 
1A (d) Explanation Question 1J 
1B (a) Opining Question 
1B (b) Information Question 
1C Restating Elicit 
Table 52. Relative Percentages of the Different Types of Questions Asked by the Teachers 
In spite of the high percentage of teachers' "Elicit", it is disappointing that 
more than one-third of the questions asked are “yes-no questions，，，which are not 
linguistically demanding at all. The second highest percentage is seen in "factual 
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question" (26.2%), of which restrictive effects on the student talk have just been 
mentioned. For “reasoning question" and “explanation question" requiring "more 
sophisticated language structures" (Tsui, ibid.，p. 13) from the students, they only took 
up about 3% and 1% respectively. Taking these findings into account, it has therefore 
partly explained the small amount of students' talk, in which a much higher 
percentage of students' "Restricted Reply" than "Expanded Reply" is disclosed: 
Category Label Percentage (%) 
13(a) Restricted Reply 82.7 
13 (b) Expanded Reply 17^ 
Table 53. Relative Percentages of Students' "Reply" 
As revealed from the classroom discourse data, the student talk generally took 
the form of syntactically simple English utterances or entirely Cantonese utterances, 
with teacher questioning dominant. The responses from the students are not only 
limited with the number of words, but also the types of utterances as well as the 
functions of sentences or phrases. 
The implication is that although questioning is usually perceived as an 
effective strategy for the teacher to elicit verbal responses from the students, it is not 
merely a matter of “what，，types of questions are to be asked. As stated earlier in 
Section 2.2.2, language learners' interaction with the more linguistically resourceful 
teacher is "language-promoting" (Scarcella and Oxford, 1992, p. 153). Not worrying 
of students' opportunities to make syntactical mistakes, the teacher should teach for 
students' "communicative competence", in addition to their "linguistic competence". 
In other words, the teacher should engage the students with maximal chances for 
using and speaking the target language, but not limiting them. By asking various 
types of questions, the teacher is able to encourage students' 1) "process of use and 
discovery" (Savignon, 2002, p. 22)，2) "use of procedures for negotiating meaning 
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within predictable routines" (Widdowson，1984, p. 227), and “creative construction" 
(Bmmfit, 1984, p. 57). 
In order to yield greater extensiveness and complexity in response by the 
students, "how" the teacher delivers the questions, besides “what’’ questions the 
teacher ask, should also be taken into account. This will concern about teacher 
questioning behavior, which in a later part of discussion the students' opinion and 
expectation on this will be voiced out. 
5.2.2 Types of Students' Elicitation and Teachers' Responses 
Notwithstanding the teacher-fronted classrooms, elicitation from the students 
was observed. 
Category Label Percentage (%) 
1 5 Request 1.4 
1 6 Elicit 41.8 
16(a) Restatement 0.7 
1 7 Interrupt 4 2 . 4 
1 8 Address 
Table 54. Relative Percentages of Categories in "Pupil-Initiate" 
Surprisingly, "Interrupt" and "Elicit" each constituted more than 40% of students' 
initiation. It should be noted that Tsui (1985) defines "Interrupt" as the utterances 
"[realised] by phrases such as 'Excuse me ，or 'Can I just interrupt?'... [which 
stop] the ongoing discourse". However, most of the time the student interrupted 
straightaway. Therefore, for those speaking turns taken by the students during the 
teacher talk, which the teacher did not expect or allocate, were coded as "Interrupt" in 
the data analysis as well. The highest percentage of "Interrupt" (see Table 54), 
implies that the students might have attempted to claim their turns of speaking in 
class as illustrated by the excerpt below: 
Example 2: (A student just answered a question asked by the teacher.) 
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T: Once again 
S\ Give in 
T: “Give in" I want to give in/ ‘‘give in，，/ do you know what "give in，，is?/ 
(spelling) G-I-V-E “give in"/ what is give in?/ do you know what “give 
in，’ is?/ what is "give in"?/ use your dictionary/ Y-I-E-L-D/ what does it 
mean?/ now you can use your dictionary to check what is “get in"/ “get 
in"/ “get in" just a minute/ have you got a dictionary?/ you should have 
to use it it's so heavy/ check “get in"/ what is “get in"? “get in"? oh!/ 
(pauses) what's “get in"? "get in"? Sorry give in 
S: I haven't coupon ah... you haven't give me 
(Extracted from Lesson VIII) 
The student in Example 2 determined his speaking turns and did not waited 
for teacher's nomination. Instead of taking a passive role as pessimistically expected 
by the teacher, some students did take the initiative to negotiate as observed by the 
researcher. Nonetheless, the majority of students' "Interrupt" were simple or broken 
Cantonese utterances: 
Example 3: (The teacher was checking students' answers after a game.) 
T: Okay/ (In Cantonese) [If you talk about a person who is short/ firstly/ we 
/“he is a boy who wears trousers，，we won't use "are"/ what do we use?/ 
"a boy” is "he is" right?/ “a boy is very... is too short"/ secondly/ if the 
trousers are very short/ what do we say? remember?/ the “relative 
pronoun" needs to follow that/ if you talk about this/ you can either say 
“who wears short trousers"/ a pair of short trousers/ "okay? or he is a 
boy um/ he is a boy who wears trousers which are too short"/ but then 
you will get two "relative pronoun in a sentence"/ okay?/ so you have to 
know about it/ so this one is not correct/ Okay the other one the other 
one/ no/ okay: 
S'. (In Cantonese) [don't let it stop/ don't let it stop" 
Ss: (In Cantonese) [don't stop/ don't stop] 
(Extracted from Lesson I) 
Example 4: (The teacher finished telling a story in class.) 
T: Yes the bus is out of... or... out of order or you say the bus broke down/ 
so they have to push the bus/ so that's why/ the bus/ eh/ was moving so 
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slowly/ so it was not/ it is not a ghost story/ okay?/ alright?/ now... 
SI: (In Cantonese) [cheating 
(In Cantonese) [liar] (Extracted from Lesson IX) 
When looking into students' “Elicit,，，the questions that they raised, it is also found 
that all the time they asked in Cantonese or with broken English utterances. 
Regarding teacher's responses, "Accept" and "Comment" were frequently 
found (see Section 4.3.3.2) and were merely to respond to students' previous talk. It 
is disclosed that teacher's input is rarely pre-planned, which has deprived genuine 
negotiated communication. The five classroom discourses were basically 
"medium-oriented" rather than "message-oriented", implying the characteristics of a 
"teacher-centred" language classroom, which are least effective for language 
leaming(see Section 2.3.2.1). 
The language choice of the teacher and students in the five classes will be 
discussed immediately, with its emphasis on the students' utterances. 
5.2.3 Language Choice of the Students 
As disclosed in the previous section, the students were regularly given the 
chances to speak or they self initiated to talk. Nevertheless, they did not take the 
advantage to maximize their verbal production in English. 
Referring to Table 15 in Section 4.2.1.2, an average of 12% students' 
Cantonese or English/Cantonese mixed utterances were seen in one lesson. Higher 
percentages were particularly found among the students in Lesson I and IV, while the 
lowest percentages were in Lesson VI and VIII: 
Lesson (per single lesson) I IV VI VIII 
Average % of TEACHER'S Cantonese utterances 8 1.2 0 0 
Average % of STUDENTS' Cantonese utterances 22 23.3 1 0.4 
Table 55. Comparison between the percentages of teacher's and students' Cantonese utterances 
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per lesson. 
The results show a general trend that the students spoke more Cantonese when 
Cantonese was also identified in the teacher's talk. Very likely, the teacher's use of 
Cantonese implicitly gave permission to the students for speaking Cantonese in class. 
It is appalling that the Cantonese utterances took up 8% of the teacher talk in 
Lesson 1. As a matter of fact, the teacher teaching Lesson I and II was observed to 
have adopted code-mixed teaching. The student interviewees from Class One 
(Lesson I and II) reflected that code-mixed teaching had brought about negative 
effects to their classroom participation and learning: 
Negative effects No. of respondents (N= 5) Percentages 
Prompting confused feelings 2 40% 
Limiting chances for speaking 3 60% 
Table 56. Students' Perceived Negative Effects on Code-mixed Teaching 
Five of the respondents mentioned the unfavorable factors of code-mixed teaching, 
among which two of them agreed that code-mixed teaching had prompted confused 
feelings in their classroom learning: 
If [the teacher] sometimes spoke in English and sometimes in Cantonese, it 
was like I could hear part of her talk. Say, if you speak to a foreigner, like one 
from Beijing, sometimes in Mandarin and sometimes in English, s/he will 
also be confused by your "switch". I think the teacher should speaking in 
English only during the English lesson. (S5) 
. . . i t also brought adverse effects. To speak in Cantonese in the teaching... 
the teacher was to enhance our understanding in English. But code-mixed 
teaching made me feel that I sometimes perceived I was also learning Chinese 
in the English lesson. •. (S8) 
Moreover, the other respondents reported that it had reduced their chances to speak 
and learn English as predicted before: 
Yes, it [limited my chances to speak English]. This is because I mostly speak 
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in Cantonese during the English lesson now... yes, sure, to a certain extent it 
made me speak less in English]. (S9) 
•••we couldn't leam all [English usage] extensively if [the teacher] didn't 
teach entirely in English. (SI) 
Despite the students' claim that code-mixed teaching has limited their English verbal 
participation, it can't be taken as the exclusive reason for their minimal responses. 
This will be further explored and discussed in Section 5.3. 
Some students, however, found the positive impact of code-mixed teaching 
on classroom learning, which is summarised in the table below: 
Positive effects No. of respondents (N=10) Percentages 
Enhancing effective learning 
and understanding ^^ • , � 
More chances for learning 2 20% 
Table 57. Students' Perceived Positive Effects on Code-mixed Teaching 
It is strikingly that all ten student interviewees from Class One acknowledged the 
help of code-mixed teaching in enhancing their learning and understanding: 
I think it is better [as] I sometimes really couldn't understand the teacher 
when she was teaching in English. It helped my understanding when she 
explained in Cantonese afterwards. (SIO) 
As the teacher's [English] proficiency is much higher than ours, she won't 
always use simple English. She will sometimes use difficult English words, 
so it'll be easier for us to understand if she could teach in Cantonese as well. 
Otherwise, we may not be able understand her talk if it is entirely in English. 
It would be like "a hen talking to a duck" [unintelligible to each other]. (S7) 
I think it helps. It is because I sometimes didn't understand some English 
vocabularies the teacher mentioned. Even if she explained in English again 
afterwards, I might still fail to catch the meaning. It would be different when 
she spoke in Cantonese, as I could understand more easily. (S2) 
A number of respondents also believed that it had created more chances for them to 
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leam, even improving their speaking skills: 
It helped my learning. I understood the lesson more... I knew more about the 
ways to express [my thoughts] in English. (S4) 
It also helped my speaking skills to a certain extent. As the teacher taught in 
English and then explained in Cantonese, so I would know it if the same thing 
would be mentioned in English again in the future. (S3) 
They were further asked to justify why code-mixed teaching would not discourage 
them to speak English in class: 
Because if one wants to leam, s/he would self initiate to speak in English. It 
all depends on your motivation of learning. (S3) 
The teacher taught in English most of the time, and she just switched into 
Cantonese when she needed to introduce new vocabularies. (S4) 
Although the student interviewees expressed positive feelings towards 
code-mixed teaching, it is found in Lai's (1993) study that students' self-confidence 
in speaking English will be boosted with an increasing frequency of English 
communication with the teacher in classroom (see Section 2.5.2). Being asked 
about the benefits of interacting verbally with the teacher, some student respondents 
agreed that they had gained confidence when they spoke more English in class: 
I became more confident in speaking English more when I talked to the 
teacher more. (SI6) 
I was more confident in asking question in English, in particular I was more 
willing to tell what I didn't understand. (S6) 
It will be revealed in a later part of discussion that the students in fact prefer to 
immerse in an entirely English-speaking learning environment. 
The first part of discussion has gone through the major findings distinguished 
from the authentic classroom discourse data, and has by and large provided a clear 
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picture of what happened in the ten lessons studied. Nevertheless, the evidence given 
above concerning the teacher and student talk is rather superficial and partial as it 
does not consider from the students' perspectives. Recapitulating that the present 
study was set out to hear from the students, the following two parts will intensively 
look into the students' first person accounts concerning T-L classroom interactions in 
English class. Instead of being explanatory, the forthcoming discussion will be an 
exploratory one attempting to dig out the hidden factors and causes from the 
important voices which are sometimes silenced or overlooked by the teacher in 
classroom. 
5.3 NON-VERBAL PARTICIPATION IN CLASSROOM INTERACTION 
It has been verified earlier in Chapter 2 that student's verbal participation, 
which is an essential form of involvement, is not always presumed in ESL classroom. 
While silence among students was most obvious in the five classrooms, other forms 
of "non-verbal" participation were also observed. Collectively, these include 
students': 1) silence; 2) private speaking turns (see Section 2.3.4.4); and 3) use of 
gestures or body language such as nods and head shaking. 
Whereas many language teachers and researchers (Swain, 1993 & 1995; 
Swain and Lapkin, 1995; Tsui, 1995) take it for granted that language learners should 
talk to leam, the student subjects in this study seemed trying to discredit their belief. 
This section is therefore devoted to unveil students' peculiar motive in their three 
forms of non-verbal participation regularly observed, in the light that answers will be 
suggested to the first research question: What are the reasons for the students' 
non-verbal participation during T-L interaction in English classrooms? 
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5.3.1 Students' Non-verbal Participation in Answering and Asking Questions 
5.3.1.1 Reasons for Answering Questions in Private Turns 
In consideration of students' tendency to minimize the linguistic forms and 
the amount of language used in their classroom talk, it is also worth noticing that they 
occasionally took the speaking turns in private (see Section 2.3.4.5). The students 
were observed, from time to time, to answer teacher's questions by directing the talk 
to themselves without sharing publicly in class. Among the forty-eight student 
interviewees, thirty seven (77%) of them were either observed or they admitted to 
have taken private turns. 
Table 35 in Section 4.6.2.3 has summarised the reasons given by the 
respondents to explicate why they preferred to take private turns. Three remarkable 
reasons, considering the percentages of respondents, are that the students: 
1) worried about giving a wrong answer or making mistakes; 
2) anticipated unwanted attention brought about by hand raising; 
3) perceived taking private turns as an alternative way of showing their effort 
in answering teacher's questions. 
The following excerpts may help explicate what "unwanted attention" the students 
referred to: 
S10\ Because I thought putting up my hand would make me “extraordinary，，. 
It would be strange if every one looked at me. However, if I answered in 
private turns, the teacher would tell me whether I was right or not if she 
could hear me. Yet the other classmates wouldn't be able to hear me. So 
this was a better way. 
R: Why did you feel strange? 
SIO: It would be very strange that the classmates looked at me like this... like 
this [demonstrating by staring at the researcher]. It would be very 
embarrassing. 
R: Why did you think they would act like this? 
SIO: They wanted to see whether [I] could answer correctly or not, so all of 
them would look at [me]. It would be so "face-losing" if I had answered 
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wrongly. 
For language learning is a risk-taking matter that may lead language learners 
to anxiety and even reticence. Consequently, some students regard taking private 
turns as another way of answering the teacher's questions, which they could run least 
risks: 
I perceived that I had answered the question if I took a private turn. Otherwise, 
I would feel that I didn't know the answer at all. (SI3) 
If I took the private turns, I felt like I had answered the teacher's questions. 
I'm a good student. (SI9) 
I perceived that I had answered the question, and felt more comfortable [than 
to answer in public]. I took the chance to answer in private turns because no 
one would know if I had answered wrongly. (S41) 
Interestingly, the students tended to self "assert" their effort in answering 
rather than being "assessed" by the teacher as well as the other classmates: 
R: Did answering in private turns differ from raising your hand to answer 
the teacher? 
SI 6: Yes 
R : What was/were the difference(s)? 
SI 6: The teacher could hear me if I raised my hand [to answer]. If I answered 
in private turns and in a small voice, she wouldn't hear me. 
R : What would happen if she heard you? 
SI 6: There wasn't any difference if she heard me. 
R: Then why did you answer in private turns? 
SI 6: [Silent, 8 sec] I don't know. 
While the teacher was trying to structure the lesson to allow optimal student 
involvement, the act of raising hand seemed worrying the students. For "[the] way 
most classroom interaction is organized... is that there are ‘right，answers to teacher's 
questions. Raising your hand is a way of displaying, the teacher, to other students, 
perhaps to even to yourself that you know the answer" (Sahlstrom, 2002, p. 54). As a 
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result, hand-raising does not only mean to lift an arm directing others' attention. 
What is more, it attracts gaze which students will feel uncomfortable with. This is 
perhaps why the student tended to stay "unnoticed" by taking private turns in 
classroom. Later in Section 5.4.1.2，it will be discussed that, in Hong Kong, speaking 
English publicly in class may be regarded as “showing-off，. Not only has it deviated 
from the Chinese cultural norm of being "modest", but the student who does so will 
become unpopular socially among fellow students. This helps explain one of the 
factors behind students' reasons for being the audience. 
5.3.1.2 Reasons for Using Body Language or Gestures to Answer Questions 
As seen in Section 4.6.2.4，the majority of the respondents (43%) nodded and 
shook their head to answer teacher's questions in order to avoid any unwanted 
attention from their classmates: 
Because there were no classmates verbally responding to the teacher, it would 
be very odd if I spoke out... We got used to speaking Cantonese, and it would 
bring about my classmates' laughter if I spoke in English all of a sudden. (S9) 
While language learners are always encouraged to take risks and at the same time to 
leam from other learners' mistakes, this is not widely applicable in a classroom 
setting as peer pressure among the students has become a source of inhibiting factor. 
Putting up the hand would make me look stupid. Since I'm not like that kind 
‘ o f students [who'll take the initiative in learning], I will look like a fool if I 
suddenly do that. (S3) 
Rather than holding the spotlight, most students chose to be the "participant 
spectators" in classroom. In spite of their syntactically and semantically simple 
verbal output, the students rarely seized upon every opportunity to negotiate with the 
teacher during the lesson. 
Although Savignon (1983) points out that gestures and facial expressions can 
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be regarded as "meaning-making", Swain's (1985) research has shown that limited 
comprehensible output will hinder students' productive language competence and 
hence their language learning. While in any means other than speaking the language 
may still regard as constructing meaning through "interaction", the students ought to 
verbalise their meaning in order to develop their communicative competence — and 
only through speaking will they leam the syntactical patterns and the social functions 
of different linguistic units. To sum up, the merit of the teacher-student interaction is 
seen in the fact that it allows and promotions students to produce language output, 
whether they are conscious or unconscious of the benefits. 
5.3.1.3 Reasons for Not Taking the Initiative to Answer Questions 
Whatever the form of students' participation: the minimised amount and 
simplified language structures, private speaking turns, or body gestures, the students 
at least showed their efforts or attempts to answer the teacher. However, what can be 
the worst is that the students time and again remain in silence, not responding to the 
teacher at all. It is appalling that in a number of occasions in the lessons observed, the 
teachers needed to take many turns of asking to get a student's response: 
Example 5: 
T\ ... inside a newspaper/ first of all when you look at this whole set of 
newspaper what attract you most? 
(Silence) 








T: Anything that is/ it just comes to your eyes very quickly and it... 
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wow.. .wow... woo I want to take a look of it? 
T\ What attracts you most? 
(A student raised his hand.) 
Example 6: 
T\ So/ you can see someone/ at the bottom you can see a man/ do you 
always see him?/ maybe sometimes on the news you can see him/ who is 
he? Huh? 
(Silence) 
T\ Can you find his name? 
(Silence) 
T: Tell me how to spell his name/ how do you spell his name?/ huh? 
(Silence) 
T\ Anyone can spell his name? 
(Silence) 
T\ Can you find in the news? how do you spell his name?/ huh? 
(A student raised his hand.) 
Example 7: (The whole class just finished reading a short passage.) 
T\ ... okay then what would you feel?/ how would you feel? 
(Silence) 
T\ How would you feel? 
(Silence) 
T\ How would you feel if something happen like that?/ maybe you have 
some classmates like this right?/ 
(Silence) 
T\ Will you? 
(Silence) 
T: How about [class number] thirty five?/ who is thirty five?/ who is thirty 
five? oh (name) 
(Extracted from Lesson V) 
As noticed from Example 7, the teacher could no longer tolerate students' 
lack of motivation to answer her questions and she finally resolved to nominate a 
student. Even the question asked by the teacher was as straightforward as a yes-no 
question, the students might prefer to keep quiet. 
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It was observed that Teacher 1 periodically checked on students' progress by 
asking questions like “do you understand?，，or “understand?，，，however 
disappointingly，she very seldom got verbal feedback from the students: 
Example 8: (The teacher paused in between her teaching.) 
r : So can you follow me? 
(Silence) 
T\ Anything you don't know you just raise your hand/ so I can/ stop here 




(Extracted from Lesson I) 
Example 9: (The teacher paused in between her teaching.) 
T: ... understand? 
(Silence) 
T\ [(In Cantonese) so in this sentence] this sentence we're talking about the 
student/ in this sentence we're talking about the airport/ understand? 
(Silence) 
(Extracted from Lesson 11) 
Seven among the ten student interviews selected from Class One expressed their 
point of view: 
Reasons No. of respondents (N=7) Percentages 
Silence suggests "yes" 2 29% 
Avoiding interrupting the class 1 14% 
Avoiding unwanted attention 3 4 3 % 
Uncertainty towards asking an 
appropriate question ^^ 
Table 58. Reasons for Not Responding to Teacher's Question of "Do You Understand?" 
Consistent with some previous findings, "unwanted attention" kept worrying the 
students in a classroom that they even dared not to say if they understood or not, 
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which could be discouraging the teacher: 
Perhaps there were just too many students [in the classroom], and they tend to 
laugh at the others. If the teacher asks you a question and you answer her in 
English, your classmates may say you're pretending to have concentrated on 
the lesson or showing off. (S9) 
In fact, it is also startling that the students regarded silence as an act suggesting "yes", 
which the teacher might not be able to realise. As seen in Example 8 and 9, the 
teacher once and again restated her "checking questions" when no students responded 
to her. 
Referring to Table 37 (see Section 4.6.2.5), students' worries of giving a 
wrong answer or making mistakes continued to make up the largest percentage 
(41%): 
I don't know why I'm afraid of making mistakes, but I always worry that I'll 
make mistakes... there's just the pressure. To me it sounds scary to have 
made mistakes... I don't think the pressure is from the teacher but my 
classmates. (S43) 
Because there was peer pressure. I worried that I would be laughed at if I 
made mistakes. (S35) 
It would be embarrassing to have taken the initiative but giving a wrong 
answer. (S7) 
Another conspicuous reason for the students to hold the tongue is because of their 
uncertainty towards the answer (26%) or passiveness (15%): 
I'll see if I can make sure my answer is right. Otherwise, I won't put up my 
hand. I only take the initiative when I know the answer is correct. (S7) 
Actually I'm not a person who likes taking the initiative. And perhaps my 
answer wasn't correct, that was what I thought... err so I didn't put up my 
hand. (S8) 
Seeing their worries of giving an inappropriate answer or uncertainty towards 
137 
their own answer, the students' attempt to "formulate" their answer was noticed. In 
Chapter 2, it has been reviewed that a "silent period" should be allowed for students 
to speak publicly, especially in a large class. 3% of the student interviewees claimed 
the insufficient "silent period" had made them unprepared for taking the initiative to 
answer teacher's questions: 
I wasn't ready for answering her questions yet! (S47) 
Because we got used to speaking mostly in Cantonese in the English class. If 
we suddenly needed to switch to English, we couldn't speak it well. 
Therefore, we felt strange [to speak in English if we didn't prepare]. (S9) 
The students' justification was supported by the data drawn from the classroom 
discourse transcript. It is found that the teachers often kept "firing" a series of 
questions, and the students might find it difficult to self select their speaking turns. 
The teacher had asked too many questions at once that I didn't know how to 
answer and which to answer... She spoke without pauses. When I couldn't 
follow her sometimes, I even couldn't catch her questions. (S41) 
The teacher sometimes spoke too fast and threw out many questions, so we 
wondered if she expected us to answer. Sometimes, when I was about to 
answer her question, she had jumped to another question already. Therefore, I 
didn't have the chance to answer. (S42) 
Very often, the students were only able to respond to the last question, either giving 
up or ignoring all the preceding questions asked by the teacher: 
Example 10: 
T: ... now/ will you/ will you/ take plastic surgery?/ do you think/ do you 
think you're beautiful? 
Ss\ Yes 
Ss: No 
T: Yes no? what do you think? wow/ are you satisfy of your appearance/ 
the girls?/ have you thought about having ah the plastic surgery?/ not 
now maybe/ okay now just think about it which part of the body you like 
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most and which part of the body do you dislike most?/ and what do you 
want to... / now if you have.../ you see/ if you want to become more 
beautiful what will you do?/ maybe you can think about plastic surgery 
S： (In Cantonese) [I may become uglier 
(Extracted from Lesson IX) 
Example 11: 
r : Yes/ she was painting a picture at four o'clock/ and what about... at 
five?/ now what is she carrying?/ she... she carried some shopping bags/ 
okay?/ so she went shopping at five o'clock/ and so/ what was she doing 
at five thirty?/ five thirty/ (name) [nominating a student]/ she was.../ she 
was.../ she went shopping sh... at five/ so she was... 
S: Shopping. 
(Extracted from Lesson X) 
In Example 11, the teacher not only did not pause between her questions to give the 
students a chance to think and to answer, but she also directly answered the questions 
by herself. Since her last question was an “information-filling，，question, the students 
were kept off from a more extended response, resulting in a one-word utterance at the 
end. Consequently, communicative language teaching is not only concerned with 
question types affecting students verbal output, but it should also emphasize question 
strategies, in other words, teacher's effective use of questions in classroom. 
Interestingly, while many respondents were restrained by the worries of 
making mistakes, a few of them on the other hand bothered the consequences of 
answering the teacher correctly: 
I anticipated that if I had answered correctly, some classmates might be 
jealous of me. (S23) 
. . . in fact, I really wanted to answer the teacher. For example, when she asked 
the other classmates a question, I had an answer in my mind actually and 
wanted to raise my hand to answer it. However, I worried that they would say 
I was showing off... (S5) 
The last three sections concerning students' act of answering questions in the 
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English classroom have laid open the students' psychological dilemma. Starting 
from the moment the teacher had thrown out a question, the students were being 
overwhelmed with lots of worries. Diagram 2 is drawn in an attempt to trace the flow 
of possible worries in students' mind when they are to answer teacher's question. 
Comparing the various forms in answering teacher's questions, it is unveiled 
that the students can resolve most worries in non-verbal participation. Therefore no 
wonder the majority of students claimed to prefer taking private turns, using body 
gestures or even remaining in silence when they were to answer teacher's question, 
since raising hand and voluntary verbal participation will themselves conspicuous. It 
is noteworthy that the students do not merely choose one of these three options as the 
only way to answer all teacher's questions. Some students were observed to have 
taken different actions at different times - they might have various combinations of 
the three options and in different order. For example, the student might choose to 
answer in private turns first and then followed by silence at one instance. Another 
time s/he might choose to answer by nodding and then in private turns. Or even 
sometimes when they answered in private turns which was seen by the teacher, their 
non-verbal participation was then turned into verbal one as the teacher might call 
upon them to answer the question. 
Swain (1985) claims that language learners will never acquire the 
grammatical knowledge until they speak and produce the language. After all, as seen 
in Section 4.5.3.8, students' silence does not inevitably equate their non-participation 
in classroom learning. The great majority of the student interviewees (72%) 
highlighted their “mental” participation in silence, instead of verbally participating in 
classroom: 
I was look like learning passively and quietly, like I would look up in the 
textbook... but my mind was processing actually. (S5) 
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I was thinking about what the teacher had just taught or what she had 
mentioned just now. (S14) 
During the interviews, most students claimed that they were either "comprehending 
teacher's question or talk" or "receiving knowledge" when they were learning in 
silence. Some students even reported that they "practiced speaking English in mind": 
SI 7: I prefer learning in silence because the classroom will not be too 
noisy if everyone is quiet, and I can hear the teacher clearly. 
R: Will this reduce your opportunities to practice your English speaking? 
SI 7: No, I've thought about it [practiced in my mind:. 
R: Why didn't you take the chance to practice with your English teacher? 
SI 7: I believe that we are to leam English but not to practice English in the 
lesson. 
It is predicted that students' learning was in progress and their mental activity 
was most active during "silent period" (see Section 2.3.4.4), in which they questioned, 
contemplated and might have answered in their mind as well. If they had a question 
to ask, they tended to formulate and well-structure the question in the mind before 
they asked. Thereby, teacher's "wait time" for the students to get ready to talk is 
important in Chinese learning context. Although it seems impossible to determine 
this "wait time" because of the large number of students in classroom who are of 
different language proficiency, and Tsui (1996) claimed that prolonged wait time 
might even introduce anxiety to the students (see Section 2.3.4.4); the teacher is 
recommended to pause between each question they ask, to the least extent. 
5.3.1.4 Reasons for Not Taking the Initiative to Ask Questions in Class 
After finding out students' reasons for not taking the initiative to answer 
teacher's questions, this section turns to investigate why they rarely asked questions 
in class as previewed in Section 4.6.1.4. It is discovered that most student 
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interviewees did not prefer to ask questions in class mainly because they worried this 
would interrupt other classmates' learning or the class teaching (40%): 
As I thought when I put up my hand [to ask question], the other classmates 
might think I interrupted their learning. They liked to gossip and I didn't want 
this happen. (S5) 
I would wait till the end of the class or when she was free, as I would interrupt 
the progress of the lesson. (S2) 
My classmates were quiet in yesterday's class, except chatting with each other 
in private. If I had asked the question, the classmates either would have been 
annoyed if they knew the answer, or they wouldn't understand my question. 
(S6) 
This matched with another one that more than one-tenth of the respondents expressed 
their shyness (8%) or lack of confidence (4%) in asking questions in class: 
...perhaps it was because I was shy. I worried that I couldn't express myself 
well. (S9) 
Yes, I needed to ask the teacher if I had a question in my mind. But I was not 
confident enough to ask the teacher. (S5) 
Furthermore, some students did not ask questions in class given that there were other 
ways to leam (8%) or they wanted to save the time for taking notes (8%): 
Since the things related to the topic [the teacher] taught could be read from the 
books which my father bought me... a thick reference book which I could 
check when I didn't understand the lesson. Or I could even ask my father, and 
he could probably tell me. (S5) 
[I] rarely asked [the teacher]... because the other classmates were able to 
answer most of my questions. (Sll) 
S17\ I prefer learning in silence because if everyone is quiet... I could hear the 
teacher. 
R: Would this reduce your opportunities to practice your English-speaking 
skills? 
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SI 7: I [practiced] it in my mind. 
R'' Would it be different when you need to speak out? 
SI 7: There are “EIS，’ lessons [lessons for oral practice；. 
R: Would you speak more English in EIS lessons? 
SI 7: Yes. 
Because [if I had asked questions] I would have lost the time for taking notes 
and thus would have leamt less. (SI8) 
As a matter of fact, what have been discussed in this section concerning 
students' reasons for not asking question in class, to a large extent, agree with the 
characteristics of Chinese students in classroom learning identified by Jin and 
Cortazzi (1998b): 
In interviews, Chinese students stress that sometimes they do not ask 
questions because they do not want to disturb the class or waste time; they 
respect the teacher and do not want to give problems to the teacher. They say 
they prepare mentally before asking. This is in line with our interpretation 
that much student talk in Chinese classroom is prepared... (p. 753) 
What is more, it is discovered that if it was not because the students understood the 
lesson without any questions (8%), or the teacher's teaching style helped their 
understanding (8%), the remaining reasons would be the students' difficulty in 
English verbalisation or they had "teacher phobia", which both will be further 
explicated in the next section. 
Correspondingly, what will probably appear in students' mind when they 
have a question to ask, with reference to the student interview, is demonstrated in 
Diagram 3. If not ignoring the question or finding the answer from other sources, it is 
appealing that the students chose to ask the teacher after class. Jin and Cortazzi 
(1998a) have provided a possible explanation for this from the cultural perspective, in 
regard of the learning styles of Chinese students: 
Chinese students] "participated" by listening, by thinking (and questioning 
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in their mind), by asking questions after class and by discussing with each 
other after class... because they were "shy" or because they were afraid of 
making mistakes... they do not like to waster the teacher's time... They did 
not want to lose face by asking foolish questions, nor by asking "smart" 
questions which may be interpreted by peers as showing off.. • the students 
tended to wait till later before asking, (p. 106-107) 
Chinese students perceive that questions are for confirmation of knowledge, and they 
therefore do not prefer asking questions out of nothing being known beforehand. 
Similar to the worries in their mind when they were to answer teacher's question, it is 
shown in the interview data that the students were afraid of being the focal attention. 
They liked to structure and plan their answer as well as question in mind, in order to 
avoid fooling themselves by speaking. Yet, no matter how well they had formulated 
their thoughts, they still worried of making verbal mistakes. Likewise it is seen that 
the students were bothered by peer pressure in classroom very much, disregarding 
their question (and answer as seen in the previous section) was genuine or not. 
Diagram 2 and 3 respectively describe what has gone on in students' mind 
when they are to answer or ask the teacher, however, they together illustrate a pretty 
detailed "mind map" of the students concerning the "hidden" reasons for their 
non-verbal participation in English classroom. 
5.3.2 De-motivating Factors for Speaking in Class: A Review 
The previous four sections have looked into the unnoticed reasons disclosed 
by the students in person to account for their non-verbal participation in classroom. 
While the discussion above was chiefly on the findings with relatively higher 
percentages of respondents, it is equally important to pay attention to the "minority 
report", from which the most possibly subtle voices could be brought to light. 
Appendix F is a summary of all the students' explanations given above for 
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their non-verbal participating behavior as well as the de-motivating factors for 
speaking in class. Six underlying reasons are recognized as most influential 
concerning students' non-verbal participation in class: 1) perception of interrupting 
the class; 2) avoiding unwanted attention; 3) worries of giving a wrong answer/ 
making mistakes; 4) uncertainty towards their own answer; 5) difficulty in expressing 
in English; and 6) “teacher phobia". Since the first four reasons have been 
exemplified in details, the succeeding part will thus look into the last two factors -
"English phobia" and "teacher phobia". 
5.3.2.1 Students’ Anxiety in ESL Classroom 
In a second language learning context, students' anxiety in using and 
speaking the target language is always presumed. Impressively during the interviews, 
a number of student interviewees told their "English phobia". To more 
comprehensively depict the potential sources of students' anxiety in English 
classroom, other items from Appendix F will also be taken into account in the 
discussion. 
1) “English Phobia” 
The term “English phobia" was mentioned by two student interviewees: 
Maybe the students in our class have "English phobia" that we wouldn't ask 
for teacher's help if it wasn't necessary. (S31) 
I have “English phobia". I don't feel good towards the English 
language.. .yes, I fear... English isn't my mother tongue. Whenever I speak it, 
I'm full of worries... I worry about making mistakes... how to say, that is, 
err... that is, how to say... I just feel uncomfortable. (S8) 
Its English translation is adopted in the study indicating students' instinct fear for 
using or speaking the English language. It is realised that students' "English phobia" 
mostly came from their difficulty in expressing the thoughts in English: 
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I was asking for the spelling of a word. I didn't ask in English because I even 
didn't know what the word was. (SI) 
I asked question mostly in Cantonese as I faced difficulty in expressing my 
thoughts in English. Moreover, I'm not good at the English usage. (S6) 
Nonetheless, attention should be paid to the students' claim of "difficulty" may not 
necessarily be a practical issue. Rather, it could be the students' psychological 
reflection resulting from their fear of risk-taking: 
R： You've mentioned many times that you didn't know how to express in 
English. However, you've been learning English for more than ten 
years and have at least acquired the basic English grammar. So what do 
you mean by “I don't know how to speak in English"? 
S6: What we know much is vocabulary. But how to combine them into a 
sentence [is a question]. In addition, one word can have more than one 
meaning in English. However, we just know one or two of the 
meanings, so we often don't understand [the teacher]. When we don't 
understand, we are afraid of making mistakes. As a result, we dare not 
to speak in English. 
2) Anxiety in Speaking English 
Speaking of their perceived "difficulty" in expressing thoughts in English, the 
students' anxiety and worries in speaking English in class were thereupon 
recognized: 
My English was weak and poor in communication. I'm also confused in 
using tenses and preposition. Though I think the sentence looks grammatical, 
but it may not. I may have made mistakes, so it's difficult to communicate [in 
English]. (S7) 
I asked questions in Cantonese because I perceived that I couldn't speak good 
English. As I couldn't express myself well in English, so I asked in my 
mother tongue. (SI6) 
Similar to many ESL learners, the language attitude towards the second language is 
concerning the student subjects in the study. Apparently, they also encountered the 
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struggles to speak English: 
. . . I just felt strange. I，as a Chinese, speaking in an international language... 
there aren't many people knowing to speak English among the population of 
one hundred and twenty million of people [in China]. I sometimes think it 
doesn't matter if I know English or not. (S8) 
We] didn't speak English in the lesson because [we] didn't know how to say 
it. In the Chinese lessons, silence is rare as we all know Cantonese. The 
teacher asks question and we'll answer... However, we aren't good at English 
and thus we won't speak it. This is the root of the problem. (S6) 
3) Lack of Confidence 
Adding together students' perceived "difficulty" and their anxiety in speaking 
English as discussed above, it is not surprised to identify their lack of confidence in 
speaking English in class: 
R： The teacher once asked "why?" for several times and she got no 
responses. I saw you raise your hand but you finally put down your 
hand, why? 
S34: I wasn't confident enough to answer the question correctly. I worried 
that I would make mistakes and was laughed by my classmates. 
In fact, students' lack of confidence in speaking English was mostly disclosed when 
they were to answer the teacher. Many of the student interviewees talked about their 
uncertainty in answering the teacher: 
I knew [verbal participation] was beneficial, but I was really unconfident. I 
dared not to speak even if I knew the answer of the teacher's question... I was 
afraid of speaking it wrongly in English. (S9) 
4) Desire for Relaxation 
It has been discussed so far that students' non-verbal participation chiefly 
involved the affective factors. Being cautious and refusing to take risks, the students 
were preoccupied with fear and pressure that they were trying to break away from: 
I liked to make jokes [in class] and I thought it was interesting. I wanted to share 
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my joy with other classmates... it wasn't necessary to leam throughout the 
whole lesson. Some time for relaxation was needed. (SI3) 
I answered the teacher's talk in private turns because it was like casual talk, and 
I was less pressurized. (SI7) 
Ironically, it is explored that the students' worries could be superfluous as 
demonstrated in the excerpts below: 
R: Have you ever been laughed by your classmates because you made 
mistakes or gave wrong answers? 
S37: No. 
R: Why did you think so then? 
S3 7: It was like my “psychological reflection". 
R： Have you ever see anyone being laughed at by the others because of 
making mistakes? 
S41: No, because everyone will make mistakes. 
R: Why did you think people would laugh at you then? 
S41: Because of my "psychological response". 
It has been displayed in detail in Section 5.3.1 that the students were occupied 
with many worries before they spoke in class. The discussion just made has further 
explicated the "hidden" and underlying sources for students' anxiety in ESL 
classroom. Collectively speaking, if the students are to speak or verbally participate 
in class, they not only needs to overcome the anxiety to speak in front of the whole 
class and the teacher, but also the anxiety to speak in the target language as: 1) the 
second language learners whose competence is self-perceived as low; and 2) Chinese 
whose mother tongue is Cantonese and thereby feeling speaking English may lead to 
identity crisis. 
5.3.2.2 Teacher's Influences on Students' Non-verbal Participation 
Understanding that ESL classroom interaction engages normally the 
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authoritative teacher and compliant students, the teacher is undeniably an influential 
factor on students' verbal performance in class. Identified from the interview data, 
"teacher phobia", "teaching style" and “teacher factor" were the potential sources for 
students' non-verbal participation, which will be looked at shortly. 
1) “Teacher Phobia” 
"Teacher phobia" was termed by one student respondent in the interview and 
its English translation is adopted in the study in view of students' illogical fear of the 
teacher: 
But I wouldn't ask the teacher immediately if I had a question in mind 
because I feared of teachers since my childhood. I named it “teacher phobia". 
(S8) 
It is discovered that some student interviewees, despite the relatively small 
population, coincidentally mentioned their overwhelming sense of apprehension 
towards the teacher when accounting for their non-verbal participation in classroom. 
So I wouldn't ask the teacher first but my classmates if possible... I have 
feared of teachers since I was young that I even wouldn't feel comfortable to 
sit and chat with them. I still have that “phobia” towards them. I rarely talked 
to teachers in person. (S8) 
I hoped that [I could take the chance to practice my English from asking the 
teacher question], but I wasn't confident enough. I couldn't speak [English: 
in front of the teacher. On the other hand, I had that gut to speak [English: 
when I once met some foreigners in a fun fair. (S5) 
In the last excerpt, the “status of teacher" emerges to be one of the inhibitory 
factors for students' verbal participation in classroom. It is found that teacher' image 
constituted much to students' "teacher phobia": 
This is because [the English teacher] is disciplinary teacher and our 
impression on her is what a disciplinary teacher is like... somehow negative... 
(S6) 
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The teacher looks quite stem who has discouraged me [to speak], making me 
anxious and dare not to ask her question. (S20) 
The teacher looks dull and stem, and has no facial expression when she's 
teaching. This makes us very nervous. (S26) 
I wasn't courageous enough as I worried that I would make mistakes. I was 
afraid that I would be scolded [by the teacher] if I had made mistakes. (SI 7) 
A stem-looking, serious or authoritarian teacher most likely turned out to restrain 
students from volunteering to interact with the teacher in class. It is noteworthy that 
the student respondents might not be scolded by the teacher for their mistakes before, 
but they merely believed its possibility: 
R: Has the teacher ever scolded any students because they gave a wrong 
answer or made mistakes before? 
S17: No, but I still worry about that! 
Whether I speak in class or not] depends on teacher's emotions. If she 
looks bad or angry that day, I better shut up in the lesson. (S39) 
According to Salili (2001), Hong Kong school teachers generally incline to “keep a 
straight face, avoid talking to or smiling unnecessarily at the students" so as to 
"control and mange the class more effectively" (p.79). However, the students 
perceived that the authoritative figure of teacher had hindered students' initiative to 
speak in class. 
2) “Teacher Factor” 
In addition to teacher's image, the student interviewees also talked about the 
ethnicity of an English teacher, which had affected their verbal participation in 
classroom. Whereas some student respondents preferred a native English teacher, 
some preferred a Chinese English teacher: 
Some schools might employ foreign teachers to teach English, but they 
wouldn't give us a sense of solidarity. I felt "warmer" to be taught by Chinese 
teachers. (S8) 
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Only if the teacher is a native English speaker, then I'll talk to her in English. 
(S9) 
Much research (Boyle, 1997; Lo，1999; Chu, 2001) has been done to investigate 
the perceptions of ESL learners towards native and non-native teachers. The Chinese 
students were found to have "mixed views about having Western teachers compared 
with Chinese teachers of English" (Jin and Cortazzi，1998a, p. 104). The student 
respondent (S9), as seen in the excerpt above, appreciated a native English teacher 
possibly because Western teachers may appear as more "friendly" than Chinese 
teachers, who are more willing to "[help] students to practice and [give] 
encouragement" (ibid., p.105). Nonetheless, Chinese teachers who make up the 
majority of local English language teachers also show strengths with their privilege 
ethnic identity. In addition to sharing students' mother tongue, Chinese teachers are 
more able to understand the culture and the difficulties in learning English in Hong 
Kong. This immensely helps to build up a good relationship as well as a sense of 
solidarity between the teacher and students in a classroom, which benefits for the 
facilitation of T-L classroom interactions, will be revealed later on. 
3) Teaching Style 
Certain student interviewees reflected that the traditional approach of 
"text-based" (book or notes) teaching would make the lesson boring and ineffective 
in inviting students' talk: 
The teacher put so much emphasis on teaching the notes that made the 
classmates so concentrate on copying the notes and not speaking to or 
interacting with her. (S48) 
In fact, I don't dislike English but love it very much. Frankly speaking, this 
teacher teaches well and she's willing to teach us. Nevertheless, the 
atmosphere... she kept teaching the book in class or writing [on the 
blackboard]. There's no fun at all. (S5) 
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Likewise if the teacher insisted on spoon feeding or teaching without soliciting the 
students for verbal response, this would also affect their motivation to speak in class 
as well: 
Because the teacher once started talking, she would keep going without 
pauses. It was really difficult for us to interrupt to talk. (S20) 
S42\ Though I was still "receiving" things from the teacher, it was difficult to 
digest. 
R: Why? 
S42: Because she talked a lot at an instance, I couldn't follow her at all... the 
teacher kept talking and so limited our chances to speak or to ask. 
Besides teacher's teaching strategies or methods, how the teacher delivers the 
teaching materials also affect students' motivation to talk: 
The teacher] talked dullishly. The materials she had prepared were good 
indeed, and she could use the materials lively thorough PowerPoint and 
games. However, she talked…how to say... she talked in an uninteresting 
way. She was a rather quiet person and therefore, the classmates tended to be 
quiet. Her materials became useless no matter how good they were, as she 
couldn't express them well. (S6). 
If the teacher keeps teaching in dull intonation, it will affect our emotions or 
mood of learning that we may be discouraged to concentrate on the lesson. If 
she can use more varied intonation, we may enjoy the lesson more, instead of 
"praying for an earlier end of the lesson". (S6) 
As a matter of fact, a “teacher-fronted，，classroom not only matters the amount and 
turns of students' talk, but it can also intervene the learning atmosphere. Most 
student interviewees imputed the lack of verbal participation to a boring or serious 
classroom atmosphere (see Section 4.6.3.5): 
If the teacher or the lesson looked really serious, it would make me feel 
unease and confused. I didn't know what to do and what to say. (S37) 
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Despite the preference of Hong Kong school teachers to teach as well as to discipline 
in classroom，Biggs (1992, as cited in Salili, 2001) asserted that Chinese students 
very much tended to seek interaction with the teacher “as soon as class was over" 
(p.108). Reminding a good learning atmosphere will have a profound impact on 
teacher-student interaction in a language classroom, and in turn on students' 
motivation to leam and to participate, the third part of discussion will explore what 
constitutes to an encouraging classroom atmosphere for students to interact with the 
teacher. 
Section 5.3 has closely examined students' self-explained reasons for their 
non-verbal participation in English classroom. The forthcoming part will look into 
the motivating factors for speaking in class. Drawing on the data gathered from the 
student interviews, the discussion looks for clues to reconcile students' worries and 
concerns with regard to the teacher-student classroom interaction. 
5.4 VERBAL PARTICIPATION IN CLASSROOM INTERACTION 
The last section has thrown light on the reasons for students' non-verbal 
participation in classroom from their own perspectives, this part of discussion will 
continue to look at students' verbal performance in class as inquired in the second 
research question: What are the reasons for the students to verbally participate in 
the same English classroom on other occasions? The emphasis will specifically be 
placed on two aspects: 1) When would the students take the initiative to speak 
publicly to or verbally interact with the English teacher in class? And 2) When would 
the students speak entirely in English? 
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5.4.1 Students' Verbal Participation in Answering and Asking Questions 
5.4.1.1 Reasons for Taking the Initiative to Ask Questions 
Three main reasons, revealed by the students (see Section 4.6.1.2), to bid to ask 
question are learning-driven. They asked question in order to 1) seek answer or 
solution, "When I didn't understand the lesson and had a question, I would ask the 
teacher. (S33)”； 2) to explore knowledge, "[I took the initiative to ask question as: 
the topic of discussion had raised my interest. (SI)，，"Because I think English is quite 
interesting, so I wanted to know more and it's more important nowadays. (S9)"; and 
3) to contribute to whole-class learning, "I wouldn't worry about interrupting the 
class because I thought my question was constructive... my question was also the 
other classmates' question. (S7)" 
In fact, more students were observed to ask questions subtly in class, which they 
showed no intention to share the question with their classmates. The student 
interviewees agreed with this as well, when they were asked about the moments to 
raise hand for asking question (see Section 4.6.1.2): 
I worried that the other classmates would laugh at me if I had made mistakes. 
It would be very embarrassing if the whole class laughed at me... I saw the 
other classmates working on their worksheet and I guessed nobody would 
notice me, so I asked the teacher at that time. (SI7) 
I would ask when the teacher was asking question or she wasn't teaching. I 
would put up my hand to let her know [I had a question] first. (S7) 
Sometimes I felt embarrassed to raise my hand. In fact I raised my hand when 
I saw the teacher walking close to me, and I just “half-raised” my hand. (S5) 
Knowing students' anxiety in speaking English in front of the class, which the other 
classmates' attention greatly worrying them, “physical advantage" (6%) has 
unexpectedly become a motivating factor for the students to ask questions: 
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The student who puts up the hand would just attract more attention from the 
class. As I always sit in the first row, I dare to speak to the teacher then. (S4) 
This may help elucidate and understand Shamim's (1996) observation in large ESL 
classes in Pakistan that the students sitting at the front were perceived as more 
motivated and hard working. As for Chinese students who care about “face’，so much 
that "they do not want others to laugh at them or at their mistakes because they will 
lose face in the classroom" (Cortazzi and Jin, 1996，p. 195); they try to initiate a 
question without bringing the attention from the class or being overheard by the 
classmates. Sitting at the front seems a good privilege to achieve so. 
5.4.1.2 Reasons for Not Speaking in English 
It goes without saying that ESL students are not simply expected to speak more, 
but also to speak in English more. Although quite a number of students were 
observed to have asked the teacher questions, they had hardly ever asked in English 
even in classroom whence English was understood as the only language allowed. 
The reasons given by the respondents once again are that they encountered problems 
in expressing their thoughts in English (75%), or else they felt shy (12.5%) or were 
unconfident (12.5%): 
I didn't ask in English] because I was shy, and worried that I couldn't speak 
well in English. And if I asked in Cantonese, the teacher would answer me in 
Cantonese that would help my understanding. (S9) 
Briefly speaking, students taking the initiative to ask question was actually a matter 
of more than the courage to verbally participate, as they were once and again seen to 
struggle with the anxiety in speaking English in front of the class. 
To facilitate and maintain an entirely English-speaking environment, the 
"English-only" rule has been adopted in many ESL classrooms that the students are 
required to speak English throughout the lesson. It was occasionally observed in the 
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ten lessons that the teachers would remind the students of the "rule" once they had 
spotted out those whom did not speak in English: 
Example 12: 
T\ Okay/ now I'm going to teach you something about verbs/ but before 
that I'm going to read you a story... (name) [calling a student]/just now 
you are speaking Cantonese 
：^ Yes 
T\ English... 
(Extracted from Lesson VII) 
Example 13: 
T\ You are out of control now sit properly/ sit properly/ (name) [calling a 
student]/ did you speak Cantonese just now? 
S: My sister... 
T: I ask you did you speak Cantonese just now? 
S.. Yes 
(The teacher then continued her teaching.) 
(Extracted from Lesson VEI) 
Example 14: 
r : You know... old women usually have what? 
S\ (In Cantonese) [wrinkles: 
T\ Lines and wrinkles/ English okay?/ Lines and wrinkles... 
(Extracted from Lesson IX) 
The student interviewees were invited to comment on this obligation: 
Comments No. of respondents (N=42) Percentages 
Creating more chances for speaking 5 12% 
The practice of regulation and punishment 
enhances effective learning and 3 7 % 
understanding 
Willing to follow if able to express in English 1Q 24% 
Ineffective action 14 3 3 % 
Prompting negative feelings 10 — 24% 
Table 59. Students' Comments on Teacher's Obligation of "English only" in Classroom 
It is found that more than half of the respondents believed the “English-only’，rule had 
not worked well: 
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It wasn't very effective... we still spoke Cantonese but in a quiet voice... it's 
useless to force students. We can't leam well if we're forced to do so. On the 
other hand, we may have more courage to speak in English when we are 
relaxed. (S3) 
For the worse, it might have prompted negative feelings from the students towards 
speaking English: 
Obligation would make the students being more reluctant to speak in English. 
Oppositely, when they felt relaxed, they would feel less tensed up and might 
speak English more. (S16) 
In the Chinese culture of learning, humbleness is highly valued that students are not 
expected to attract attention by conspicuous behaviour. Concerning the ESL context 
in Hong Kong, speaking English is astonishingly equated with showing off. A 
student interviewee talked about her past experience: 
This was because of my past experience in the primary school. Every time [I 
spoke in English], the classmates perceived I was showing off. Since then I 
have never wanted to answer the teacher in English. Once in a lesson, I 
suddenly desired to answer the teacher in English: the teacher asked whose 
the book s/he had gotten, I immediately said, “it's mine". Those classmates 
sitting at the front stared at me, which was impressively shocking... so now I 
would worry if my classmates dislike me to speak in English... I was afraid of 
being labelled as showing off by my classmates. (S5) 
Wong (1984) reported on the “unspoken 'rules' governing the classroom behaviour 
of the Chinese students in Hong Kong: 
~ You should not demonstrate verbal success in English in front of your peers. 
~ You should hesitate and show difficulty in arriving at an answer. 
~ You should not answer the teacher voluntarily or enthusiastically in 
English. 
~ You should not speak fluent English, (cited in Tsui, 1995，p.90) 
If taking into these common beliefs into consideration，it is thus not difficult to 
understand what the student interviewees have revealed about their "English phobia" 
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and anxiety in speaking English in classroom. 
5.4.1.3 Reasons for Taking the Initiative to Answer Questions 
To respond to teacher's questions in classroom, students have two possible 
options: 1) passively waiting for the teacher's nomination or 2) taking the initiative to 
answer whether by raising hand first or by shouting. Though the student interviewees 
have reflected the positive impact of non-verbal participation on classroom learning 
(see Section 4.5.3.7), it is shown previously that language learners should “talk to 
leam，，besides "leam to talk". As discussed by Tsui (1995), the students will be 
actively engaged in the negotiation of comprehensible input when they respond to the 
teacher's questions. It should also be noted that students' verbal participation would 
be most profitable only if they are self-willed to speak, which is highlighted in a 
communicative language classroom (see Section 2.3.4.4). The interest of this section 
therefore goes to when and why the students are willing to be the active speakers 
rather than the passive recipients. 
Realised in Section 4.6.2.1, students' confidence in their own answer (26%) 
was one crucial and determinant factor. In this regard, good English proficiency was 
given credit for adding to their confidence: 
I'm good at this subject. But I want to achieve more, so I took more initiative 
in answering questions. (S40) 
The other two learning-driven factors which took up more than one-third of the total 
percentage were 1) to save time for learning instead of wasting it on waiting for 
answer(s) “Because no one answered the teacher, and I didn't want to waste time on 
waiting for the answer in class. (S36)，，； and 2) students' curiosity of learning (19%): 
R： Once I saw you kept raising hand for a while even if the teacher kept 
talking. Why did you insist on raising your hand? 
S23: That's my habit. 
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R ： Why was that? 
S23: My desire to answer. 
Could you explain more? 
S23: That was because of my past experience. In past, I answered the 
teacher's questions to show off, and gradually I developed the habit to 
take the initiative to answer. Now I changed to be curious in knowing if 
I was right or wrong. 
The teacher was also considered to play a significant role since another 
one-third of the respondents said that they were very much motivated by the teacher's 
verbal encouragement (12%) or rewards (20%): 
The teacher encouraged us by inviting us to raise the hand if we knew the 
answer, so I did it. If she had asked us to think by ourselves, then I would 
have answered in my mind. (S2) 
I answered the teacher because the teacher had nominated me, otherwise, I 
wasn't respecting the teacher. (S33) 
I raised my hand to answer the question because I felt the obligation... 
coming from the "rewarding" system. (S26) 
The teacher always told us not to be afraid of making mistakes. (S44) 
It was surprising that the "rewarding system" worked perfectly in Class Four. More 
than 90% of the students were observed by the researcher to have raised their hands 
persistently every time the teacher threw out a question, as supported by the 
videotape evidence. The "rewarding system" was that the teacher would give out a 
"coupon" each time the students had answered the question, whatever they were right 
or not. The “coupon，，served in a way that the teacher would write a note of 
compliment to the students' parents or added extra marks to their subject marks, 
when the students had collected a certain amount of "coupons". The student 
interviewees from Class Four were on purpose asked whether they would be as active 
as they were in the lessons observed: 
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[If there were no ‘‘coupon，,,] I would answer less frequently than before. (S32, 
S34, S35) 
. . . I would answer less frequently [because] I wouldn't want to answer...it 
would be very boring [if there were no such system]. (S37) 
I would answer less frequently [because] there would be no rewards for 
answering if there were no coupons. (S39) 
It is seen that the "coupon" system has not only motivated the students to 
actively participate in class, but also has constantly engaged them in "negotiation" 
with the teacher for "coupons". 
Example 15: (A student just finished answering the teacher.) 
T: ... alright thank you “Mr. Up，，/ you did a good job/ okay do you have Mr. 
Or Miss "Down"?/ up and down? 
S\ Coupon/ Miss (surname) can you give me coupon? 
T\ Okay you come here... 
(Extracted from Lesson VEH) 
Considering the affective aspect of teacher feedback, Tsui (1995) highlighted that "a 
teacher who values every contribution and provides encouraging feedback is much 
more likely to get students motivated to leam and to participate in class, and will help 
to create a warm social climate in the classroom" (p. 43). In spite of its “practical，， 
nature, the "rewarding system" is seen to have worked effectively and becomes an 
extrinsic motivation for the students to bid to speak, with respect to the Chinese 
learning context which teacher's verbal compliments are sparsely heard. 
5.4.1.4 Reasons for Shouting Out the Answer 
Hand-raising, as commented by Sahlstrom (2002), “is an interaction action in a 
context where the teacher and the students need to establish and maintain a level of 
participation which cannot be that no students are ‘doing listening' nor that all 
160 
students are 'doing listening' (p. 54)". Students in the classroom are anticipated to 
raise the hand to inform the teacher of their intention to speak. Nevertheless some 
students in the lessons observed were noticed to have directly shouted out the answer 
from their seats. About one-fifth of the students recognized the shout as natural as 
speaking: 
It was natural to have spoken spontaneously. (S37) 
This calls into the question of why the students felt more comfortable to "shout" out 
the answer, but not to "tell". In fact，a number of student interviewees expressed that 
they were not primarily to answer the teacher, but to "echo" the other classmates (7%), 
or to relax and entertain the class (21%) or themselves (15%). The following excerpts 
furnish their claims in more detail: 
I shouted out because I just intended to add a voice. The teacher would be 
embarrassed if she had asked whether we understood or not but with no one 
answering her. Some classmates answered her and so I added one more voice. 
(S7) 
Sometimes I felt bored... so I shouted out just to "say something". (S3) 
R： Why did you shouted out “I am very afraid" after the teacher had told 
the class she was about to tell a ghost story? 
S47: I just wanted to make the atmosphere more entertaining. 
This made easier to understand why 15% of the student interviewees regarded the act 
of shouting as a way to avoid unwanted attention from the class. It was because the 
teacher and other classmates might not be able to identify who were the students 
yelling out in a large class. In other words, the students perceived that raising the 
hand would probably allow the others to identify them and therefore bringing them to 
the center of attention in the classroom. 
If I called out the answer from my seat, the teacher couldn't distinguish who 
was answering. I could avoid any embarrassment if I really had given wrong 
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answers. (S44) 
Yet ironically, 21% of the respondents reckoned the shout from their seats as a 
substitute for hand raising to get the teacher's attention. 
If I really speak, even if its' wrong, I'll call out my answer and let the teacher 
correct for me. (S8) 
Sahlstrom (2002) claimed that hand-raising in classroom interaction would play a big 
part "when the students are in a position where they are forced to listen carefully in 
order to get turns at talk when possible" (p. 48) in view of the possible competition 
with some other classmates. It is evinced in this study that hand-raises have held back 
students' motivation to speak in class after all. Whereas Sahlstrom (ibid.) saw that 
"raising one's hand involves the raising of one hand, while at the same time directing 
one's gaze and one's torso toward the teacher, while being silent" (p. 55), this can 
mean a different thing in the Chinese culture of learning when the students "do not 
want to be singled out in public" (Cortazzi and Jin, 1996, p. 195). 
5.4.2 Motivating Factors for Speaking in Class: A Study on Teacher's Influence 
This part of discussion so far has been attempting to make the students give 
mouth to their reasons to speak publicly in class, and it succeeds in showing that the 
contributing factors actually stem from three aspects: the leamer(s), the teacher and 
the culture. Appendix G summarises all the students' elucidation for their verbal 
participation in addition to the motivating factors of speaking in English class. It is 
revealed that a much wider range of reasons, with a varied distribution of student 
population as well, is given by the student interviews which can be generally 
categorised into four areas: 1) learning-driven factors (Item 1-11); 2) teacher's 
influences (Item 12-16); 3) classroom setting and individual differences (Item 17-28). 
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Seeing "[the] Chinese believe good students respect the teacher" who is “a model of 
morality" (Cortazzi and Jin, 2002) that Chinese students seldom speak of their views 
towards the teacher, this section ambitions to offer an inclusive account for teacher's 
influences on students' verbal classroom participation which can be the most 
"hidden" inner voices of the students. What is more, this section will also put 
forward students' answers to the third research question: What are the students' 
expectations on the ELT teachers in promoting classroom interaction? 
The three aspects concerned in the discussion below include: 1) students' 
expected roles of an English teacher in classroom interaction; 2) possible actions an 
English teacher can take to promote T-L interaction; and suggested actions an 
English teacher can take to promote English speaking in classroom. 
5.4.2.1 Expected Roles of an English Teacher in Classroom Interaction 
As discerned in Section 5.2 and 5.3, a teacher takes much control of the 
students' (verbal and non-verbal) participation in classroom. In fact, a teacher in 
many educational studies, is shown to mean more than just a "teach-er" — and a 
"language teacher" represents more than just “a person teaching language". The 
suggested roles of a language teacher are on a wide spectrum. Some possible roles 
looking from the language researchers' and teachers' perspectives, as reviewed in 
Section 2.3.4.1 are: classroom communication facilitator; resource organizer and 
provider; activity guide; researcher-learner (Breen and Candlin, 1980); needs catalyst, 
counselor, group process manager (Richards and Rodgers, 1986/ 1992); initiator, 
authority, instructor and knowledge-giver (Lee, 2000). A question is thus raised, 
"what about from the students' perspectives?" 
Cortazzi and Jin (2002) looked into students' beliefs about “good teachers" 
from the cultural perspectives. It is found that good Chinese teachers are expected to 
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“have deep knowledge, have answers to learners questions, and to be moral 
examples" (p. 58). A good teacher is also identified with a "friend" as well as a 
"parent" (ibid., p. 59) in an analysis of Chinese metaphors for teachers (Cortazzi and 
Jin, 1999). Drawing on the data from the student interviews in this study, what the 
Chinese students in Hong Kong expected for a good English teacher concerning 
classroom interaction accords well with the studies above. The following table 
summarises the student interviewees' opinion: 
Expected roles of a good English teacher Relative Percentages (%) 
Playing a role in arousing students' interest in learning English 9 
Passing on knowledge 27 
Developing good teacher image 7 
Supervising and guiding 22 
Maintaining an English speaking environment 7 
Care-taking and showing concern 13 
Developing a good relationship with students ^ 
Table 60. Expected Roles of a Good English teacher in English Classroom Interaction. 
Nearly one-third of the student interviewees expected the teacher to pass on 
knowledge during their conversations, and it is shown before that this knowledge can 
be referred as either the answer the students particularly looking for or new 
knowledge about the English language: 
To teach well and teach us about the things in the book. And allow us to ask 
her whenever we have questions. [Teaching well] means to teach with 
detailed explanation but in the simplest way that we are still enabled to leam 
the difficult things. (S9) 
Through interaction the teacher] can “inject” knowledge about English in to 
our mind. (SI) 
To teach English, asking us questions and inspiring us to figure out the answer. 
Say, if we can't catch her meanings, she can explain in English again using 
examples. (S4) 
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We are the listeners and she the talking educator who passes on knowledge. 
(S42) 
Slightly more than one-fifth of them also anticipated supervision and guidance from 
the teacher. The student respondents gave various metaphors to represent the role of a 
good teacher: 
The teacher's like a tour guide and we the tourists. She'll bring us to see 
different things in the place and tells us about the things that we don't know. 
(S28) 
The teacher's like a guide or a commander, giving instruction and telling us 
what to do. (S29) 
[The teacher's] like the street light, telling and guiding us through the 
darkness in learning English. (S37) 
The teacher's] the dictionary and we the eyes, from which we are led to see 
and find everything we want. (S39) 
These voices of students have reflected the Chinese conception of a good teacher as 
knowledgeable and well-informed. Cortazzi and Jin (2002) recognized that a teacher 
having deep knowledge has the highest rating for a good teacher among Chinese 
students. Chinese teachers are always seen to prepare lessons well and are ready for 
students' inquiry all the time, despite Chinese students generally dare not "challenge" 
this symbol of knowledge and the model of morality. 
The teacher] should be knowledgeable so that good teaching is ensured. S/he 
should also be respectful so that we have full confidence in her/him. (S28) 
In fact, a teacher in the traditional Chinese culture is expected to not merely teach the 
book but also the society and life. The notion of ‘‘jiao shu yu ren" (teaching the book, 
cultivating the person" (Cortazzi and Jin, 2001) best denotes the expected 
responsibility of Chinese teachers. A number of student interviewees expressed their 
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expectations of the teacher on teaching the “classroom morale": 
The teacher needs to educate the students that they shouldn't laugh at the 
others, even if they've made mistakes. And to give feedback to the students 
answering her question positively by highlighting they have tried the best. 
The teacher ought to teach the importance of appreciation towards students' 
motivation in learning. (S9) 
The study has also identified a shared conception among the Chinese students 
in Hong Kong - 15% of the student interviewees anticipated the teacher to play a role 
in establishing a good teacher-student relationship inside and outside classroom, for 
they believed that it should not be confined to the academic context: 
[The teachers] are better like a mother... [they] should be less stem and play 
with us more. To be more empathetic and regard themselves as one of us. 
When they play with us, we'll be less defensive. We'll be less bothered by 
peer pressure and can fully participate as well. We'll naturally speak more 
and in English. (SI7) 
The teachers' roles are to arouse our interests in learning [English], to teach us 
well and more importantly, to develop a good friendship with us. (SI4) 
By virtue of teachers in the Chinese culture are traditionally viewed as "respectful", 
"authoritative", "far-reaching", "superior" and "serious" etc, Chinese students 
therefore expect for a more warm and affectionate teacher-student relationship and 
from the teacher they will perceive concern and care. It is found that 13% of the 
student respondents in this study preferred a teacher who would concern and support 
like friends or parents would do: 
A teacher shouldn't appear like a "teacher", instead it's better if we could 
leam together like friends. Otherwise, we dare not talk to her. (S27) 
If we [the teacher and I] could talk like friends in class, I would be less 
nervous in speaking. (S36) 
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I expect [the teacher] to be like a social worker, showing concern and care to 
us as well as listening to us. (S30) 
If we could be like friends, the teacher would be willing to listen to us more. 
(S41) 
I hope the teacher can be our friend, and she'll attend to our voices. (S44) 
I would have less "teacher phobia" if she could talk to me as a friend. (S47) 
It is perceived that the traditional Chinese teacher's image has induced much 
pressure to students in classroom such as "teacher phobia" as seen in Section 5.3. “If 
the teacher smiles more, we'll talk to her more. (S26)，，. Therefore, 7% of the student 
respondents expressed that developing a good teacher's image was one expected role 
of the English teacher in order to shorten the social distance between the two parties. 
The "good" teacher's image, according to these students, is rather "anti-traditional" 
as they expected a humorous and funny teacher: 
If the teacher can be more humorous bringing laughter to the class, we'll more 
concentrate on the lesson and speak more as well. (S32) 
I hope the teacher can joke more in the lesson, so that I will be more interested 
and pay more attention in it. (S33) 
Reflected from the students' voices, an easy-going teacher who will make jokes in 
classroom appears more friendly and close to them. It is observed that some teachers 
in the study have attempted to create a relaxing classroom climate by mocking 
themselves. 
In Lesson IV which was about defining relative clauses, the teacher (Teacher 
Two) played a game with the students, making use of the PowerPoint. By showing 
the pictures of the teachers in the school as well as the students in this class, the 
teacher got the students to tell about particular teachers or classmates. In order to 
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teach the students more about the description of people, the teacher specially directed 
their attention to some characteristics of other teachers which the students might not 
dare to talk about in front of the class normally like fatness and bald-head. 
Example 16: 
T: ... who is quite fat? 
Ss: Miss (surname of this teacher) 
r : Yes Miss (her own surname) quite fat right/ Miss (surname of another 
teacher) quite fat. 
(Students' laughter) 
Example 17: (The teacher just showed a picture of another teacher whose face 
was not disclosed yet.) 
T\ Every one has hair. 
SI: (In Cantonese) [not really: 
T: Who has no hair?/ who has no hair? 
S2\ (Surname) sir. 
(Students' laughter) 
T: (Smiling) be careful 
In another class (Lesson VII and VIII), the teacher was observed to have 
appeared as rather casual and friendly whom occasionally joked with the students 
during the lesson. 
Example 18: (The teacher was mentioning about a forthcoming spelling 
contest in school and was referring to the related notice just 
distributed to the class.) 
T\ ... so go home and spell all the words here/ if you don't know how to 
read some of the words/ please/ look up in your dictionary/ is that clear? 
S\ What is "key club"? 
T\ Group not club (students' laughter)/ is it a... a new extra activity called 
"key club" (smiling)? 
(Students' laughter) 
(Extracted from Lesson Vm) 
More interestingly, instead of disciplining the students throughout the lesson, this 
teacher encouraged the students to make jokes in English as well: 
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Example 19: (The teacher asked a student to demonstrate a word 
meaning through a role play.) 
T\ ... what is show off? 
S'. Oh I know I know/1 got one hundred marks (laughter from the class) 
T\ (Laughing) so do you understand what it means? 
No 
r: (Addressing to the demonstrating student) what else would you say? 
One more one more 
S: (Thinking for a while) oh do you get one hundred marks? But I got ha ha 
ha ha ha (laughter from the class) 
(Extracted from Lesson Vm) 
Example 20: (The teacher was teaching about transitive and intransitive 
verbs.) 
S: (Giving answer) "please show us your your/ photo" 
T\ "Please show us your photo"/ (smiling) do you know what my next 
question is? 
T 
T\ Do you know T for what? 
S\ T... for transparency! (laughter from the class and the teacher)/ 
transitive! 
T\ Okay/ (laughing) transparency... 
(Extract from Lesson VI) 
Supported by the classroom discourse data, the students were observed to get 
more excited very likely when the teachers tried to mock themselves, and more verbal 
responses from the students were resulted in class. In Lesson IX, there was a period 
whence the students remained in silence mostly. However, once the teacher tried to 
make jokes about herself, the students started to shout out. 
Example 21: (The lesson was about English conditional sentences. The 
students were just given a minute to make simple sentences on 
that. Some students finished writing and some not.) 
T\ Okay be quick/ be quick/ okay? 
(Silence) 
T\ I suppose all/ most of you have finished alright? 
(Silence) 
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r : Okay now/ I give you one condition/ if/ if Miss (her own surname)/ 
wears a mini-skirt/ to school/ what will happen? 
SI: (Shouting out loudly) I will die 
(After several speaking turns between the teacher and some students, the 
teacher came back to the same question again.) 
S2: (Shouting out loudly) I want to go to (in Cantonese) [Ching San] (a 
psychiatric hospital) 
(Laughter from the class) 
T\ ... And what will Principal (surname) do? 
(Laughter from the class) 
S3\ (Shouting out loudly in Cantonese) ["fry" (fire) you: 
S4\ (Shouting out loudly) you are on fire 
(Laughter from the class and the teacher) 
It is thereby perceived that the image of a traditional Chinese teacher would 
induce great pressure to the students. However, it is unnecessary for the teachers to 
reconcile by abandoning the culturally ascribed image, but by the “dual emphasis on 
the apparently contradictory elements of authority and affection in the 
teacher-student relationship" (Ho, 2001, p. 109). Instead of "discipline-obedience", 
mutual respect should be aimed at between the teacher and the students in order to 
establish a good relationship. 
Coming to the bottom of the list are teacher's roles in maintaining an 
English-speaking environment (7%) and arousing students' interest in learning 
English (9%), which deal with teacher's teaching styles and methods more. They are 
relatively unimportant when compared to internal factors of a "good teacher" 
discussed above after all. It will be seen in the upcoming section that the teacher is 
suggested practical actions to achieve these two objectives. 
Putting side by side what 1) the teachers or researchers and 2) the students 
expect for a teacher in the language classroom, the former ones seem in search of the 
pedagogical functions of a teacher, while the latter ones opt for the affective roles. To 
sum up, all students' expectations on a good English teacher concerning classroom 
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interaction explored from the interview data are illustrated in Diagram 4. 
Arousing students' 
interests in: 
• Classroom learning 
• English learning 
• English speaking 
1 r 
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Diagram 4. A Model of A "Good English Teacher" in Classroom Interaction 
5.4.2.2 Encouraging Students' English Verbal Participation in Classroom 
After looking into the potential influences of a teacher on students' verbal 
participation in English classroom, this final section of discussion will go forward to 
the rationale of this research: What can the English teachers in Hong Kong do, from 
the students' perspectives, to promote English verbal participation in class? In 
response to this question, the forty-eight student interviewees were asked on purpose 
to suggest possible actions the teacher could take. Two dimensions were specially 
attended to: 1) teacher-student interaction and 2) "all-English" verbal participation in 
classroom. Table 49 and 50 in Section 4.5.4 have summarised students' suggestions 
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respectively. 
For students' verbal participation conjoins the teacher-student interaction, it 
will be sensible to take both Table 49 and 50 into account. It is found that the 
subcategories occupying the five highest percentages, all with two digits, are orderly 
listed below: 
1) Using games (47%) 
2) Asking more question/ talking more to the students (23% and 18%) 
3) Trying different ways to arouse students' interest in learning English (23%) 
4) Developing a good relationship with students (15%) 
5) Obligation of "English-only" (15%) 
6) Teaching style (15%) 
Given the impact of the last three aspects (developing good relationship with students, 
obligation of "English-only" and teaching style) on teacher-student interaction have 
been studied in previous sections correspondingly, the following discussion will 
mainly focus on first three possible actions an English can take for facilitating 
classroom interaction. Excerpts from the student interview data are included to 
illustrate their views in detail: 
1) Using games 
In addition to the entertaining and relaxing nature of games, the student 
respondents have also provided justification for other favorable elements of games in 
English classroom learning. They find games a good medium for language learning 
as they become enjoying speaking English when playing games: 
Play more games [focusing on] English speaking... [because] simpler English 
is required and used when playing games. (S4) 
Games are flexible. It creates more chances for us to speak English and we 
also have more time to design and plan. We have more freedom [in games]. 
(S39) 
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Some respondents expressed that they might even have self willed to speak English: 
Games or the "English-only" rule? I'll choose game because for the latter one, 
it means that I'm not self-willed to speak English. (S35) 
Being motivated to participate in class, they agreed that more chances were given to 
speak English: 
To organise some activities, like games, related to the English language. This 
will provide us with the opportunities to speak in English and to have fun with 
it. (SI5) 
For games, some passive students will fall into sleep if they are bored. It's 
good if the teacher teaches English through games then. (S7) 
When examining other respondents' opinions, it is reflected they will not only 
look into what they can obtain during the games, but also what can achieve after the 
games. Alternatively speaking, they are fascinated by learning through games 
because there are "winners" at the end of the games: 
Games will work better than discussions because there's a goal in games, and 
the goal is to win. Thus, all of us will try the best to win and are activated then. 
For discussions, the goal isn't to win, and it's more boring. (S39) 
The teacher] can use more games but s/he should instruct in English. Some 
gifts or rewards will also work. Like in my primary life, my Chinese wasn't 
good, but the teacher... divided us into small groups for competition [in class:. 
Since the group which won would be rewarded, we all paid much more effort 
to leam and most of us improved a lot finally... actually not necessarily 
games, but youngsters like to play and they leam best through games... (S5) 
If games are adopted in class with rules and regulations, the students are 
obliged to speak in English if they want to play. I think this combination is the 
best. (S5) 
It is revealed that the form of a game: rules and regulations, goals and objectives, 
rewards and punishments are able to engage and sustain the game players (the 
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students) to “play the game" until its end. Bearing in mind that Chinese students are 
"face-loving", they are anticipated to participate in the game and will try their best to 
win. 
What are the possible outcomes of having played the games then? Or what are 
the rewards for the winners? The student respondents have told from their 
perspectives. Firstly, games are found to enhance classroom learning and 
successfully grab students' concentration on the lesson. When they attend more to 
the teacher, they require themselves to have more chances of interacting with the 
teacher. 
To teach English through games... since we [students] will feel happier and 
hence we will concentrate more on the lesson. When we listen more to the 
teacher, we'll leam more and speak more. (SI) 
Students will learn more expressively through games. (S36) 
However, what is more important, games help shorten the social distance between the 
teacher and the students. 
Games are fun and will make the lessons less boring. It brings the teacher and 
the students closer to each other. (S29) 
This is particularly crucial in the Chinese learning context as shown in the previous 
section, Chinese teachers tend to distance themselves from the students to maintain 
their status and authoritative figure so as to better manage the large class size, 
whereas Chinese students appreciate a more friendly, easy-going and tender teachers. 
Diagram 5 has summerised the “good” elements and outcomes of games in teaching 
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Diagram 5. The Good Elements of Games in English Classroom 
As discussed in Section 2.3.3.2, Cook (2000) points out that playing games in 
language classroom does not need the classroom to become a playground. What 
worth paying attention to is "the notion of a play element in language learning" (p. 
150). The succeeding part will provide further theoretical support to students' 
suggestion of "teaching and learning through games" in English classroom. 
Taking a panoramic view with reference to Cook (2000), games involve social 
interaction 一 among the students (players) as well as between the teacher (coach/ 
examiner/ umpire) and student(s). Albeit the authority of a coach/ examiner/ umpire, 
the students may find it easier to accept in a game. For games have their own 
regulations, the players take it for granted that there should be some powerful 
observant who help regulate and maintain the rules, and therefore they voluntarily 
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accept the authority of teacher playing either of the roles. “A play element allows the 
forces of change and tradition to coexist, and the teacher to move freely and as 
necessary between the exercise and the abdication of authority." (ibid., p. 200) 
Noticeably, Cook indicates that the "rules" dominating games and language learning 
are of different types. In brief, the rules in a game are “constitutive”，rather than 
"regulative", “imposed and enforced" as those in "compulsory schooling" (ibid., p. 
184-185): 
Obeying the rules of a game into which one has — by definition - entered 
freely, is less oppressive than having to obey the rules of... [an] external 
pressure... and [players] willingly accept the authority of trainers, referee, 
and judges." (p. 154) 
As a result, if the students choose to play the game, they automatically accept this 
hierarchical relationship - they have the choice. 
The significance here is that the rules of games - or the games of rules - help 
change students' perception on the "authoritative" image of the teacher, especially in 
the Chinese classroom. Teacher's authority in a game, whether as a coach/ examiner/ 
umpire, is essential to ensure a “fair play" which the students expect the teacher to 
exert her/his power on picking out the cheater(s) as well as the winner(s). The social 
distance, though still exists between the teacher and students, is shortened. While 
Chinese teachers are perceived as "far-reaching" and "never meant to be challenged" 
in traditional classroom teaching, the students are more likely to approach the teacher 
in games for their advice (or hints), judgement and inquiry. In contrast, such an 
obligation is not necessary in an ordinary language lesson, in which teacher's 
authority is distancing rather than bringing the students closer. 
Why does the "fair play" matter then? This is because students' goals and needs 
in playing a game are in line with its rules — there ought to be the winners and 
everyone wants to win. It has been discussed classroom interaction may be 
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goal-oriented (See Section 2.3.2), the students playing a game may also have their 
goals, as previously revealed in a student interview excerpt, “... because there's a 
goal in games, and the goal is to win. Thus all of us will try the best to win and are 
activated then." (S39) 
The most important implication for students' winning a game, from an 
educational perspective, neither lies in the mere accomplishment of a task, nor the 
merriment it gives to the students, but their initiative to take risks. Bearing in mind 
that the students lack the ability of risk taking in classroom language learning, 
whence the consequence of having taken the risks is "unwanted attention"; the 
explicit intention to play a game, that is “to win，，，gives students much relief or lessen 
their burden for taking the risks and making errors - for it is a human instinct to strive 
for victory. And when students' worries are reduced and have their affective filter 
lowered, language learning is promoted (Dulay, Burt, and Krashen 1982). 
That the understanding of "it is the human nature to bid to win when playing 
games" is influential in the Chinese learning context, in which conspicuousness is 
almost forbidden. Since “to win" a game does not inevitably mean “to show o f f , 
winning a game without breaking the rules is credited for in the Chinese culture as 
well. To put it simply, in a game, there is always a winner expected for; but in a 
formal classroom, no one is meant to be a winner, except the "winner" of the "class's 
attention". 
Nevertheless it should be noticed that, besides competition, games also allow 
the players to collaborate — then a winner becomes "winners". Recalling students' 
worries about the classmates' laugher and discrimination for making mistakes in 
classroom, it is thus very crucial to provide a supportive classroom climate. In view 
of this, games are socially important as they bring rapport among the students. 
2) Asking more questions/ talking more to the students 
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Although it has been discussed that students' responses elicited by teacher's 
questions were rather quantitatively and structurally restricted, the student 
respondents kept believing more teacher's questions would promote T-L interaction. 
Instead of focusing on the question types, the students, in their reflection upon what 
they had liked about their English teachers, paid more attention to teacher's 
techniques and behaviour of questioning: 
She provided many chances for us to interact with her in English. She raised 
questions and rarely answered by herself diS she always invited us to answer. 
(S36) 
She always talked to us in English and we leamt much from this. Our English 
standard is increased. (S37) 
She created a lot of opportunities for us to speak English. She always self 
initiated to talk to us in English during the class activities. (S39) 
She always asked questions and encouraged us to raise our hands more and 
thus more chances of learning. (S28) 
The students' voices concur in an earlier discussion on the significance of how 
teachers deliver questions to yield more extended students' responses. 
Summarising the points identified from the excerpts above, the teachers 
should avoid self answering their questions thrown out to the students. To create 
opportunities for the students to join in the classroom talk, teachers' encouragement 
as well as invitation should go in line with their questions. Moreover, while teachers 
are expected to take more initiative to "talk" to rather than merely to "question" the 
students, they are also the students' indicators of the language choice. English 
teachers should self initiate to speak entirely in English for the sake of an 
"all-English" classroom. 
3) Trying different ways to arouse students' interest in learning English 
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Speaking of arousing students' interest in learning a language, the notion of 
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation should be taken into account. In a study on 
motivation in second language learning in the Hong Kong context (Richards, 1993), 
it is found that "learning and performance are most effective when intrinsically 
motivated" (Lin and Detaramani, 1998, p.299). While intrinsic motivation will 
definitely play a significant role in the long run because the learners take time to build 
up their motives, extrinsic motivation should not be put aside when considering the 
immediate process of learning such as in the classroom setting. Say, the external 
rewards in Class Four are shown to have worked unexpectedly well. 
Suggesting the teachers to try various ways to arouse their interest in learning 
English, with the purpose to promote teacher-student interaction in English 
classroom, the student respondents expressed the importance of a good classroom 
atmosphere. Recapitulating the most encouraging types of classroom atmosphere 
(Section 4.5.3.2), they expected a "relaxing and pleasant" as well as “more 
interactive" English class. Besides the interesting topics of discussion and teacher's 
compliment, it is surprising that most student respondents highly valued the 
contribution of "jokes and humor" in classroom: 
R: What did you like about your teacher concerning the teacher-student 
interaction? 
S35: I liked her jokes! The jokes had made the lesson more interesting... her 
humorous image helped encourage the interaction. 
S33: Every time when the teacher made jokes, there would be a lot of laughter 
which motivated us to concentrate more on the lesson. 
S44\ She could occasionally make jokes with us which made the lesson 
less boring. 
Jokes and humor in classroom are identified as the potential sources of "interest", 
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"encouragement", or even “concentration，，. Seeing classroom atmosphere is a matter 
that the teacher is not the only person in control, the ways to arouse students' interest 
in classroom interaction actually concern more than just the form of teaching. For 
jokes and humor per se are pleasing and relaxing, students' “language classroom 
anxiety" is probably reduced. Yet, if they are to serve for a more interactive class, the 
teacher should also strive for students' "negotiated communication" (Gass, 1997) and 
comprehensible output by having the students respond to them (see Section 2.3.1.2 
also). This is because the act of joking may distract students' attention to linguistic 
forms and thus enabling them to be more risky in speaking English. 
In brief, what the students have suggested for English teachers to do implies 
the fact that they wanted to direct teachers' attention to what they would "feel" best 
and most "want" in English classroom interaction, in addition to what they should 
"behave" and most “need”. While many language teachers are still struggling with 
their perceived “best” communicative language teaching methods to stop the further 
decline of Hong Kong students' English standards, it is now made evident that they 
should negotiate with the students for more innovative ways of classroom teaching 
and learning. Having listened to students' voices, and understanding their needs and 
expectations, the English teachers in Hong Kong should be more situationally 
responsive and thus change their teaching accordingly. 
5.5 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
Chapter 5 is an exploratory discussion undertaking an inclusive investigation 
into the underlying factors, which affect students' participation in the teacher-student 
interaction in ESL classroom. These factors are regarded as the "hidden and inner" 
voices of the students for they may not be identified from the classroom discourse 
data but from the students' first person accounts during the interviews. The 
180 
discussion is divided into three parts, in response to the first three research questions: 
Starting from an overview on students' participation in English classroom, 
with the classroom discourse data drawn upon, this section shows how 1) teacher's 
elicitation and responses and 2) students' elicitation and responses interact and 
intervene. Besides the linguistic forms (e.g. types of questions and answers), the 
medium of T-L interaction is also looked at to portray a general picture of the 
teacher's and students' use of language (i.e. English, Cantonese or a mix of both) in 
the English language class. This first part of discussion ends with the observation 
that students' restricted responses in classroom are not necessarily resulted from the 
insufficient amount of teacher's elicitation, but from the ways the teacher has asked 
the questions. 
Section 5.3, which comes next, has focused its attention to students' 
non-verbal participation in classroom interaction. These refer to students' answering 
in private turns or using body gestures, in addition to their classroom reticence. The 
de-motivating factors for the students to speak in class are reviewed, with its 
emphasis placed on two aspects: 1) students' anxiety in ESL classroom and 2) 
teacher's influence on students' non-verbal participation. It is found that students' 
worries mainly come from four sources: "English phobia", anxiety in speaking 
English, lack of confidence, desire for relaxation. The teacher is also identified as an 
essential factor affecting students' performance, and this maybe related to: "teacher 
phobia", teacher's image and ethnicity. 
Knowing the implicit reasons for students' non-verbal participation in ESL 
classroom, the last section goes forward to find out when and why the students have 
interacted with the teacher publicly and in English classroom. The four specific 
inquiries are: 1 and 2) when and why the students took the initiative to ask and answer 
the teacher; 3) why the students' didn't speak in English and when they would speak 
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English; and 4) why the students shouted out the answer but not raising hand. 
Looking into the motivating factors, the influence of a teacher concerning the 
teacher-student classroom interaction is examined. It is revealed that what the 
students expected for a good English teacher somewhat deviates from some images 
of an established Chinese norm for a good teacher. These students anticipated for a 
humorous and lenient teacher who can act as a parent, a friend, a counsellor and a 
guide of the students. This implies their desire for a more intimate relationship with 
teacher, before they can interact with the teacher in class without fear and worries. 
The chapter concludes with some possible actions an English teacher in Hong 
Kong can take in order to promote the teacher-student interaction in classroom. In 
view of the student subjects in the study are junior secondary students, teaching 
English through games has come to "the top of the list". Followed by their quest for 
teacher's more effective questioning techniques as well as the initiative in talking to 
them in English. Furthermore, the students suggested the teacher to try various ways 
to arouse their interests in English classroom learning. One most popular way, as 
reflected by the student interviewees, is the use of jokes and humor during the lesson 
which their effort was unexpectedly seen to bid for their speaking turns. 
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CHAPTER SIX CONCLUSION 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
As the concluding chapter, it starts by restating the purposes and questions of 
the present study. The findings discerned from the classroom discourse and student 
interview data are then summarised, in attempt to portray a holistic picture of what 
has been explored, examined and brought into light. This is followed by the 
suggested pedagogical implications and limitations of the research. Finally, insight 
and recommendations for future research are offered. 
6.2 A SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND FINDINGS 
6.2.1 Revisiting Research Objectives 
In view of the limited research literature on language classroom interaction 
in Hong Kong, the present study was conducted to enlighten the ESL teachers on 
what has been happening in the local English classrooms lately. Recapturing the 
government's advocation of CLT in secondary English classrooms since 1983, and 
its seeming failure claimed in recent studies such as in Wong (1998) and Lee (2000), 
students' anxiety and reticence in English classes (e.g. Chan, 1999) keep worrying 
the teachers and society. Despite the effort in search of better teaching methods and 
strategies, the prolonged failure of CLT in Hong Kong may suggest the gaps between 
1) what the teacher is teaching and what the students are learning, as well as 2) what 
the teacher orientates and what the students expects. 
As explicitly indicated in the research topic, this was set forth to listen to the 
voices of Hong Kong students instead of teachers, in order to get to know the heart of 
matter: what have been affecting Hong Kong students' classroom learning behaviour 
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in English lessons? With the focus placed on the teacher-student interaction, four 
research questions were set up: 
1) What are the reasons for the students' non-verbal participation during 
T-S interaction in English classrooms? 
2) What are the reasons for the students to verbally participate in the same 
English classroom on other occasions? 
3) What are the students' expectations on the ELT teachers in promoting 
classroom interaction? 
4) What can the teachers do to encourage more active verbal participation 
by students? 
6.2.2 Summarising Research Findings 
6.2.2.1 Classroom Discourse data 
From the classroom discourse data in this study, the five classroom 
discourses were revealed to be dominated by the teacher talk. Regardless of its 
modes as one-to-one or one-to-whole class interaction, one-third of the teacher's 
speaking turns were elicitation. On the other hand, responses were most found in the 
relatively small amount of the student talk and they were scanty, syntactically and 
semantically restricted. Supported by the videotape and classroom transcript 
evidence, this can be explained by teachers' ineffective questioning behaviour that 
they preferred asking yes-no questions and information-filling questions which are 
not linguistically and cognitively demanding. Moreover, the teachers were observed 
to "fire" several questions at a time without pauses, or they did not give the students 
enough "wait time". Therefore, some students reflected that they had faced 
difficulty in biding the chance to answer or to give genuine answers because they 
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even could not grab the questions at all. 
In addition, the findings also displayed that English was not the only 
language used in some classes. Cantonese and English/Cantonese utterances were 
identified in the student talk. The possible explanations for this phenomenon were 
teachers' tolerance of students' use of Cantonese, or even worse, the teachers' use of 
Cantonese in teaching English. Despite the large amount of empirical evidence 
drawn from the classroom discourse data, it is still over-generalizing to say these are 
the reasons for students' poor verbal participation and interaction in class. For these 
data were taken from classroom observation and videotaping, some findings may not 
be explicable by referring to statistics only. Furthermore, the data are not 
self-sufficient to answer the four research questions. In regard of this, the student 
interview data plays a significant role to supplement what has been missed out or 
what is not revealed by only looking at the empirical classroom discourse data - and 
this is why the present research has placed its emphasis on the students' perspectives. 
6.2.2.2 Student Interview Data 
The findings from the student interview data are summarised in two parts. 
The first part concerns the non-verbal participation of the students and the second 
part relates to their verbal participation in the same English classroom 
correspondingly. 
Students' non-verbal participation in classroom was taken in three forms: 
speaking in private turns, using body language or gestures and silence. It is 
disclosed that whenever the students had come across the opportunities to speak, no 
matter asking or answering questions, what appeared in their mind was a stream of 
worries and uncertainties (See Diagram 2 and 3). These all held the students back 
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from verbally interacting with the teacher but the non-verbal participation. When 
examining this stream of de-motivating factors closely, it is shown that they mostly 
come from students' "teacher phobia" and "English phobia". Alternatively speaking, 
the students were very much affected by the teacher as well as their language 
attitudes towards English, specifically, speaking English in classroom. 
Moving on to students' verbal interaction with the teacher, students' 
self-confidence seems the most important factor in determining their intention to 
speak publicly in class. This well elucidates the previous finding for why the 
students were preoccupied by a lot of worries in speaking English because they 
lacked confidence in their answers and themselves. It is therefore interesting to 
know that some students, when they took the initiative to speak, they did not want to 
answer the teacher in person. Instead, they shouted out their ideas and answers. 
Besides the fear of unwanted attention and eye-gaze from the class, students' 
culturally affected and shaped attitudes towards English classroom learning were 
found to be another highly influential factor. Diagram 6 shows a general picture of a 
language learner's mind when s/he is to ask or answer a question. It is seen that 
whether the person is to give an answer or to ask a question in the classroom, a 
stream of worries will occupy their mind. Most of all, these worries are somehow 
brought about by the Chinese culture of learning. 
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Diagram 6. A General Picture of Students' Mind When They Are to Ask or Answer A Question. 
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Seeing the traditional Chinese culture emphasizes modesty and humbleness 
very much, perceived arrogance and conspicuous behavior are not expected from 
Chinese students. While there is the belief among Hong Kong students that speaking 
English equates showing off, this cultural perception has reinforced students' 
apprehension in speaking English in class. More strikingly, other Chinese cultural 
beliefs were seen to have penetrated into students' learning attitudes as well. 
Speaking of the focus of the present study on the teacher-student interaction, 
teachers are therefore perceived as a considerable factor. In fact, the students have 
expressed teachers' influences on their verbal participation in classroom. 
Culturally, Chinese teachers symbolise an authoritative figure, who are 
knowledgeable, respectful and superior, thereof the teacher-student relationship is 
hierarchical and is never too intimate. The image of traditionally Chinese teachers is 
seen to induce great pressure on Chinese students — and what one student 
interviewee has termed it "teacher phobia". Chinese students rarely challenge or 
confront with teachers and they dare not ask the teacher questions, but looking for 
other possible ways to find their answers. The prolonged effect is that the students 
tend to listen to the teacher in class, which immensely de-motivate their interaction 
with the teacher. As a result, when the student interviewees were asked about the 
expected good English teachers concerning T-S interaction, they turned out to give 
some "anti-traditional" yet sensible answers: "warm and affectionate，’，"supportive 
as a friend", "caring as a parent" and "humorous" (See Diagram 4). The findings 
have indicated that a good teacher image in addition to a good teacher-student 
relationship will greatly motivate the students to take more initiative in class. 
Considering it takes time for the students to establish a good relationship 
with the teacher as well as to build up their confidence in speaking English, what else 
can the English teachers in Hong Kong do to promote the teacher-student classroom 
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interaction when an English lesson generally lasts for about 35 to 40 minutes only? 
The majority of the students suggested teaching English through games would be 
very effective (See Diagram 5). And in other findings of this study, it is disclosed 
that the "rewarding" system in classroom has worked very well. A relaxing, pleasant 
and more interactive classroom atmosphere is also shown to be very important to the 
students, and some of hinted that jokes and humor would play a big part in arousing 
their interest in classroom English learning. What is more, they also recommended 
the teachers to volunteer to talk to them more, rather than just throwing out questions. 
But if the teachers are to ask question, the students anticipate better questioning 
techniques from them. 
The hidden factors underlying students' verbal and non-verbal participation 
in English classrooms, to a large extent, are unveiled and have the first three research 
questions answered. To sum up, these factors, as revealed by the forty-eight 
interviewees, can be categorised into five aspects: 1) linguistically, 2) 
psychologically, 3) socio-culturally, 4) the teacher, and 5) other students. Instead of 
regarding each factor having its impact on the students, they should be taken as 
interrelating and interacting with each other. (See Diagram 7 and 8) 






Linguistic factors Q . . . Socio-cultural 
(e.g. teacher's ^ factors 
question) (Learner) (e名�hmese culture) 
/ 'nI ^ ^ 1/ N 
� 4 h � / 
Teacher Other students 
(e.g. image and (e.g. peer pressure, 
teaching style) 丨earning attitudes) 
J _ 1/ \ 





Linguistic factors ^ ^ / \ Socio-cultural 
(e.g. teacher's 1 i factors 
question) / \ ^ y y (e.g. Chinese culture) 
Teacher Other students 
(e.g. image and (e.g. peer pressure, 
teaching style) learning attitudes) _ 
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6.3 PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 
This section on pedagogical implications is unconventional. Instead of 
making recommendations for resolving the five interfering factors respectively, it 
rather relates the insights drawn from these factors to what the students have 
suggested - as the last attempt to fit in the aim and design of the study — looking from 
the students' perspectives. Going back to what the students expect the English 
teachers to do to promote T-S classroom interaction, it is revealed that "using games 
to teach English" takes up the largest percentage of respondents. In view of this 
significant finding, the attention of this part is directed to "how can it be worked out 
in an ESL language classroom?" 
Teachers may think it impractical to play games in a language class when 
considering the limitations from the classroom setting, tight teaching schedule, 
exam-oriented curriculum, students' discipline and their poor language proficiency. 
It should be pinpointed that "teaching English using games" does not mean equating 
190 
or even replacing language teaching and learning by "playing"; but what Cook (2000) 
suggests in his "Language Play, Language Learning，，, "the notion of a play element" 
(p. 150). Comparing what has been reviewed about Cook's proposal and what the 
students have perceived about playing games in classroom (see Section 2.3.3.2 and 
5.4.2.2), they accord each other well as both share the similar attitudes towards the 
elements of a game or a play in language learning: 
Flexible "[The] balance between freedom and authority" (p. 184) 
^ , . ^ , "Both games and learning can establish their own goals and 
Goal-onented needs" (p. 184) 
. "The experience of a sense of freedom within constraint is 
ree ^ � s paralleled in the experience of games." (p. 154) 
Rules and regulations "Games and learning are rule-governed activities" (p. 184) 
Competition "[Both] involve collaboration and competition" (p. 184) 
Table 61. A Comparison between Students' and Cook's View Towards Games and Language 
Learning. 
Regardless of great resemblance between games and language learning, 
which may help resolve students' conflicts (the five factors) in English classroom 
interaction, most language teachers hold on to the belief that the students may fall 
short of producing syntactically correct utterances in playing. Cook (2000) reminds 
that “[a] play element would help to remedy the apparent dilemma of needing to 
choose between an emphasis on structure or an emphasis on use" (p. 195). For it is 
the “ludic function" of the play element that the dichotomy of "form" and "function" 
is unnecessary in language teaching, as they are "in dynamic and creative 
interaction" (ibid., p. 193). Crystal (1998) justifies the “ludic’，view: 
We play with language when we manipulate it as a source of enjoyment... I 
mean 'manipulate' literally: we take some linguistic feature — such as a word, 
a phrase, a sentence, a part of a word, a group of sounds, a series of letters -
and make it do things it does not normally do. (p. 1) 
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More practically speaking, games can also be considered as the "form" rather the 
"content" of teaching, in other words, "old wine in new bottle". As Cook suggests, 
“[a] play element would legitimate the use of invented examples focusing upon 
particular forms" (2000, p. 196). 
Crystal (1998) also touches upon the use and effectiveness of jokes and 
humor in children language acquisition. He sees that humor, once started, "bounces 
back and forth between [people]" and he calls it "ping-pong punning" (p. 4). The 
“echoes’，of jokes and humor are also observed in some classrooms in the study, and 
have been demonstrated in the examples cited in Section 5.4.2.1. Besides taking 
jokes and humor as the potential source of enjoyment and relaxation in classroom, 
attention should also be paid to the opportunities for the students to stretch their 
communicative competence to achieve the creative use of language, to challenge the 
traditional patterning of forms, and from them get the satisfaction. As what Crystal 
(ibid.) comments, “This linking of humor and discovery is something which is at the 
heart of language play." (p. 224). And echoed by Cook (2000), “play is also 
considered to express aggression, and to have a cognitive function in promoting 
creative thinking." (p. 183) 
In conclusion, this section has attempted to explore the feasibility and 
effectiveness of what the students have suggested for the English teachers in Hong 
Kong to promote their classroom interaction — the use of games in English teaching. 
And it is shown that what the students believe accord with what the language 
researcher has said about — the many resemblances between play and language 
learning. With regard to the recent enthusiasm of language teachers in the 
Communicative Language Approach, the function and value of play or games should 
not be confined to just bring merriment and relaxation, or at its worst, discipline 
problems. Cook (2000) strikes a chord, 
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In practice, Communicative Language Teaching often turned out to be as 
selective with the uses and functions of language as traditional syllabuses 
had been with language items. In particular, it neglected those pleasurable, 
emotive and controversial aspects of social interaction which are expressed 
through the genres of play. (p. 193) 
Seeing Hong Kong English teachers, favoring the communicative teaching approach 
on one hand, but holding on to the traditional structural approach on the other hand, 
what has been resulted in English classroom interaction is usually a poor version of 
the two — Hong Kong students are neither very communicatively competent, nor 
very linguistically competent. Reassured by Cook, “[a] play element would broaden 
the range of permitted interactional patterns within the classroom" (ibid., p. 199); 
therefore, to walk out of the dilemma, it is time to listen to the students and to their 
innermost voices - "let's play to leam!" 
6.4 RESEARCH LIMITATIONS 
The limitations of the present research mainly lie in its process of data 
collection: 
Firstly, since the objective of the study was to investigate ESL classroom 
interaction in Hong Kong from the students' perspectives, the present research was 
planned to carry out a questionnaire survey at the last stage as indicated in Section 
3.1. This questionnaire survey was unconventional as it was designed to be 
conducted after the analysis of the classroom discourse and student interview data 
collected from a considerable sampling size. The research findings and outcome 
were planned to be applied to a larger and more representative population of 
respondents through the questionnaire survey. This was attempting to fit in the focus 
of the study — perspectives from Hong Kong junior secondary school students. The 
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results from the questionnaire survey would therefore add to the validity and 
reliability of the research findings. However unfortunately, it was due to the 
outbreak of the atypical pneumonia in Hong Kong in March, all schools were closed, 
and classes were suspended for a period of time. Having considered the limitation of 
time and the sufficiency of classroom and interview data for the study, the 
questionnaire survey was cancelled at last. 
Secondly, it was due to the small classrooms and the large class size, some 
teacher's and students' utterances turned out to be unintelligible in the videotapes 
and audiotapes. These affected, to some extent, the picture of teacher's and students' 
utterances. Notwithstanding, the empirical results do offer considerably valuable 
information concerning the teacher and student talk in English classroom interaction 
in Hong Kong. 
Thirdly, recapitulating that the research adopted the stimulated recall 
technique to recollect students' memory of the lesson observed. It was planned to 
conduct each student interview right after the day of class observation, in order to 
obtain reliable data when the students' memory was still "fresh". However, because 
of the incompatible students' and school's teaching timetable, two interviews were 
done two days later. Fortunately the two days in between were Saturday and Sunday, 
which the students did not have lessons and therefore they would not have confused 
by other English lessons. 
6.5 SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
The present research has studied the English classroom interaction of Form 
Two classes at three co-educational CMI secondary schools in Hong Kong, which 
are of different bandings (Band 1,1.5 and2). Yet neither could this study portray the 
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complete picture of ESL classroom interaction in Hong Kong, nor would it exhaust 
the space for further research in this area. To give a fuller account of the situation in 
Hong Kong concerning English classroom interaction, it is recommended to extend 
this kind of research to various levels of students, from primary school to senior 
secondary students of various bandings, and the university students as well. 
It should be noticed that all participant schools in the present research are 
CMI schools. Although the research results are shown as convincingly comparable 
among the students, it is more representative to have taken the EMI schools into 
account as well, and by then it will truly reflect the voices of "Hong Kong students". 
Nevertheless, the fact is that 15 EMI schools were invited to participate in the study, 
but no positive replies were received from these schools, which has narrowed the 
insights of the study. 
In addition, this study has investigated the teacher-school interaction 
concerning chiefly the local teachers. Research is suggested to extend over the 
native English teachers in Hong Kong to contrast and compare students' 
interactional patterns and behaviour with native and non-native teachers, and from 
which pedagogical implications may be drawn upon. 
Lastly, as revealed in the research findings, students' verbal and non-verbal 
participation are unexpectedly greatly affected by the Chinese culture of learning, or 
at least, the culture of learning among Hong Kong Chinese. Further research is 
therefore recommended to investigate students' interactions with the teacher from 
the cultural or socio-cultural perspectives as well, in order to explore the "reasons 
behind reasons". 
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6.6 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
To end with, this chapter has first stated the research objectives and research 
questions. 
Followed by a summary of research findings from the analysis of 1) 
classroom discourse data: a) the teacher and student talk by looking into the 
empirical and qualitative aspects of their elicitation and responses and b) the 
language choice of the teacher and students by comparing the use of Cantonese and 
English in classroom; and 2) student interview data: by having the students to tell 
their a) reasons behind the non-verbal (silence, private turns and body gestures) 
interaction, and verbal (English speaking, initiative in asking and answering 
question) participation in classroom; b) expectations on the English teachers in 
promoting English classroom interaction; and c) suggestions for Hong Kong English 
teachers to promote the teacher-student interaction and English speaking in 
classroom. 
Pedagogical implications are suggested to reconcile the five intervening 
factors on English classroom interaction, as revealed by the forty-eight student 
interviewees coming from three CMI schools of different bandings: 
1) Linguistic factor 
2) Psychological factor 
3) Socio-cultural factor 
4) The teacher 
5) Other learners in classroom 
Instead of drawing suggestions upon each factor from the teachers or researchers' 
perspectives, recommendations are made upon students' reflected voices: "teaching 
English in classroom using games". Not going into the tasks or games promoting 
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students' participation which can be another research topic, this part has provided a 
discussion on the feasibility and effectiveness of adopting the "notion of play，，，as 
claimed by Cook (2000), in English classroom. The focus is placed on how “games 
or "play" can revolve the problems brought by the five factors above. 
As the final attempt, the limitations of the present study have pointed out and 
suggestions for future research are made to call for a fuller and holistic picture of 
English classroom interaction in Hong Kong - from the students' perspectives -
which are always the most "hidden" voices in classroom. 
The study has the research objectives and rational laid down at the beginning 
fulfilled, and the four research questions answered. It is hoped that it has shed light 
on the present situation in Hong Kong regarding the ESL classroom interaction and 
has played a role in filling the research gaps in this area. 
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An Overview of the English Language Classroom Interaction in Hong Kong 
Year Researcher(s) The Study Results and Findings 
a. Proposed "The 1. The interaction occurred 
Seventeen-Category System" as are prevailingly 
a system for classroom "teacher-centred 
observation and data analysis , r i . . 1 . � . question-answer-feedback 产 ^ . concerning input and interaction. • , . , . , 1985 Tsui b. The proposed system is then interaction during which 
applied to two English lessons, knowledge was displayed and 
with each from a CMI and an evaluated" (ibid., p. 24) 
EMI secondary school in Hong 2. Students' output is scanty 
Kong. and of poor quality. 
1. "This response pattern is 
, , . . an indirect indicator that Administered a questionnaire , , , 1 ' , 1 teachers tend to take a survey to eleven local secondary . . „ „ , ^ 1 , . 1 1 " traditional, iront-or-class role schools to investigate now the . ^^  � ° in Hong Kong secondary English syllabus in Hong Kong , i ’’ "i • � i , � has affected- schools, (ibid., p. 16) � 1 2. The statistics confirm the 1993 Lai 1) leamei^s opportumties to fact that the classroom engage m meaningiul classroom . , . communication is mostly communication; „ ‘i ‘ i ‘ ‘i ，、1 . 1 , „ 广 1 . from the teacher to the 2) their level of confidence in ^ , ^ i i i . . r 1 students as a whole class. commumcatmg m English; gven if the students did talk m 3) the relationship between the , , ‘i . . / . the classroom, their use oi former two issues _ , i . “ i j English was qualitatively and 
quantitatively limited 
"The dynamic of the Hong 
Kong secondary English class, 
whether controlled or free, 
a. A study on classroom would seem to promote a 
interaction and language use restricted role for English m 
patterns was earned out to throw these students' lives. And 1. L‘ 丄 1 ‘. ^ J attempts to make the ^ . light on the evolution of second , ^ lAA, Pennington, , classrooms more 
1995 Lee&Lau language discourses. communicative may promote 
b. The English classes of five students (intentional or 
graduates of a BA course in unwitting) grassroots attempts 
Teaching English as a Second to develop the discourse of a 
Language were examined. new generation, in which the 
second language takes a distant 
second place to their own first 
language." (ibid. p. 158) 
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a. Studied the linguistic Although only English was used 
features of student talk m small the class, many students 
group discussion during English failed to express themselves 
language lessons. fluently, along with a number of 
b. The subjects were F.4 silent periods noted. They also 
eung students from a "bank two" local lacked adequate vocabulary to 
school, who expressed their explicate their views in 
views and interacted with each conversation. Some students 
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Diagram 2. The Flow of Possible Worries in Students' Mind When They Are to 
Answer Teacher's Question. 
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Diagram 3. Possible Things in Students' Mind When They Have A Question in 
Mind. 
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